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THE LIFE OF OUR HOLY FATHER MARTINIAN 
AND THE MEMORY OF THE HOLY WOMEN ZOE AND PHOTINA 


Whicu tHe Howy CHurch Ceuesrates on tHe 131 Day oF Fesruary 


In Palestine near the city of Cxsarea there 
is a mountain called the “Ark.” Many hermits 
performed their spiritual labors there, and 
among them was the blessed and venerable 
Saint Martinian. He loved God from a young 
age and even then began to lead a monastic 
life. The very comely Martinian, when he ma- 
tured to the age of eighteen, left the city and 
his relatives, renounced the vanities of this 
world and went to this mountain for the con- 
templative and heremetic life. Leading a life 
similar to the bodiless angels, he abided here 
twenty-five years. For his virtuous life he was 
vouchsafed to receive from God the gift of heal- 
ing ailments and diseases. Many through his 
holy prayers were healed of various sicknesses; 
many possessed by an evil spirit, approaching 
him on the mountain, were liberated from the 
crafty designs of the evil one. God worked 
many other miracles through the prayers of 
His holy one. Each day more than the one pre- 
ceding it, Martinian successfully advanced in 
his ascetic struggles. The glory of his virtuous 
life spread far beyond the borders of that coun- 
try. All who had heard of him came to him for 
the profit of their souls. But the enemy of the 
human race, the Devil, could not bear such a 
virtuous life of this young ascetic, who had 
adorned himself with so many spiritual 
struggles. At first, he began by all means to 
tempt blessed Martinian and tried to frighten 
him in various ways. Later, that ancient en- 
vier of the human race used the weapon by 
which at one time he had driven Adam from 
paradise, desiring to drive out this hermit from 
his secluded desert also and deprive him of 
eternal blessedness. 

Once, when blessed Martinian was sing- 
ing the psalms of David, the Devil took upon 
himself the image of a serpent and, approach- 
ing a wall of the saint's cell, he began to vigor- 
ously dig up the earth. He wanted to undercut 
the ground and crush the cell upon the blessed 
one. But without any fear or disturbance 
Martinian completed his singing and looked 
through the tiny window of his cell and said to 


the serpent: “Truly, you are worthy to slither 
upon the earth. Why do you labor in vain? Your 


wiles do not scare me, for my Lord Jesus Christ 
is helping me: He will conquer your machina- 
tions and put your power to shame.” 

Having heard this, the Devil turned into a 
dark wind and fled with fear, saying: “Just you 
wait, just you wait. I know how to defeat you. 
I will make you my slave, scatter your hopes. 
I will bring upon you such a temptation that 
you will not be able to bear it. I will cast you 
out of your cell, throw you like a leaf, driven 
by the wind, Then we shalll see who will help 
you.” 

Having said this, the Devil disappeared. 
Martinian was so strong in faith that he re- 
mained without any fear or alarm, as if he had 
not seen any apparition. He only praised the 
Lord, laboring in contemplation of God and in 
the reading and discerning of the Divine 
Scriptures. 

After that the following event took place. 
Once, some habitants of Caesarea were discuss- 
ing among themselves about the virtuous life 
of Martinian, They were amazed by his cour- 
age and patience. One harlot happened to over- 
hear this conversation. Through demonic in- 
stigation she stepped up to the men with the 
following words: “Why are ye so amazed by the 
life of this ascetic? Is his virtue really that 
solid? If I so desire, I could shake him as the 
wind shakes a leaf on a tree. And what do you 
see in him that is so worthy of praise? Do you 
mean to say that this is so just because he, 
like a wild beast, has retreated into the desert, 
not being in any condition to fight with the 
lust of his flesh and worldly temptations in the 
city? And what is so amazing, if he remains 
passionless, never having seen a single 
woman? You yourselves know well, that with- 
out fire straw does not burn. But it would be 
an entirely amazing thing, if straw did not 
burn when placed near fire. The same should 
be considered about this fellow. If I go to him 
and he remains passionless and will not be 
tempted by my beauty, then he will be great 
not only before men, but before God and His 
angels”. 

‘After these words, she argued over bets 
with those men and took herself home. Here 
she removed all of her luxurious array, and put 
on beggarly and torn clothing, covered her 
head with an old cape and girded herself with 


arope, But all of her luxurious clothing, golden 
rings, earrings, necklaces and all that beguiles 
the mind and eyes of youths, she placed into a 
bag and took with her. In the evening she left 
Caesarea and at night she came to that moun- 
tain in the desert, where the godly one lived. 
‘The night was rainy and stormy. Having come 
up to the cell of Martinian, this woman asked 
of the holy one in a feigned moan: “Have mercy 
upon me, O saint of God! Do not leave me, a 
wretch, to be eaten by beasts. I have gone 
astray in the desert and do not know where to 
turn, Have compassion, take pity upon me and 
do not despise me a sinner, for even I am a 
work of God. I pray you, holy father, do not 
leave me bereft of your help.” 

She said this and many similar things with 
tears and wailing. The blessed Martinian 
opened his tiny window and took a look and, 
having seen her in such poor clothing stan 
ing under buckets of rain, he thought to him- 
self: “Woe is me, a wretched sinner. Behold a 
temptation is before me: either I should per- 
form the Law of God, which commands us to 
be compassionate, or I should break my mo- 
nastic oath. If I do not accept into my cell this 
woman, who is in such a dire situation, she 
shall be devoured by beasts or she shall die 
from exposure. Then I will defile my soul and 
will be as a murderer. If I bring her into my 
cell, then I fear, lest temptation come upon me. 
‘Then I will defile both my body and my soul 
and will be an unclean fornicator before by 
Lord. I do not know what to do.” 

And lifting up his hands to Heaven, blessed 
Martinian cried: “O my God, in Thee have I 
trusted; let me never by put to shame, nor let 
mine enemies laugh me to scorn (Ps. 24:2): do 
not allow me to fall into temptation and be- 
come a slave of the deceitful Devil. But pre- 
serve me in this hour and protect me from the 
attack of the enemy, for blessed art Thou 
forever.” 

Having thus prayed, he opened the door 
and led that woman into his cell. He set a fire 
and offered her to warm herself and then 
brought some figs, which he had plucked from 
a tree that stood not far from his cell. Giving 
her the fruit he said: “Woman! eat and warm 
yourself by the fire. In the morning depart from 
my cell in peace.” 
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After this he left her in the outer half of 
the cell and exited to the interior, locking him- 
self in. According to his usual rule, he got up 
at the third hour of the night and sang psalms 
and prayers, After this he lay down on the 
ground and slept. But Satan disturbed him in 
the night with fleshly lust. At midnight the 
woman, having gotten up, took all of her trin- 
kets out of the bag and dressed herself so as to 
delude the saint. Stuffing her tattered clothes 
into the sack she waited until Martinian came 
out to her. In the morning the saint exited his 
half of the cell, desiring to dismiss the woman. 
Seeing her in luxurious clothing and all made 
up, he did not recognize her. Dumbfounded, 
he stopped and for a long time did not say any- 
thing. Finally he said to her: “Who are you and 
where did you come from and where did you 
get that demonic apparel?” 

She answered him that she was that very 
woman, whom he himself had admitted into 
his cell 

‘Why did you change your clothing?” 
Martinian asked. “Yesterday evening you were 
in an old cape, and now you have on rich gar- 
ments.” 

‘Then she said: “I am from Cassarea of Pal- 
estine. I have heard many things about your 
beauty and my heart burned with love for you. 
Ihave made this long journey for your sake. 
To what end is your abstinence, to what end 
do you aggrieve your body with such strict fast- 
ing? In what books did you find it written not 
to drink and eat and enter into wedlock? Did 
not Apostle Paul say: “Marriage is honorable 
in all, and the bed undefiled” (Heb. 13:4), 
Which prophet was deprived of the Heavenly 
Kingdom just because he had a wife? Was not 
the great and wondrous Enoch married? And 
he was taken up to Heaven and has not tasted 
of death to this day. The forefather Abraham 
had three wives and was even called the friend 
of God. And if that is not enough, he was vouch- 
gsafed worthy to receive under his tent God 

Himself in Three Persons (Gen. ch. 18). Isaac, 
who prefigured Christ, was married. Jacob had 
two wives and two concubines and he could 
‘wrestle with an Angel and saw the glory of God 
(Gen. 24:67). Was not the Great Moses, the 
foremost prophet and servant of God, married? 
(Ex. ch. 2). He spoke with God, freed the 


Hebrew people from the toilsome slavery of for- 
eigners and was found worthy of the Heavenly 
‘Kingdom. So David and the other prophets and 
holy men had lawful wives, children, and all 
of them are in the Heavenly Kingdom.” 

Speaking thus, the sinful woman tried to 
unsettle the saint and shake him. She grabbed 
his hand and began to allure the saint to ruin 

“But if I make you a wife for myself,” said 
Martinian, “what will I do with you? How can 
I support you, when I have nothing? You see 
my life, From my youth Ihave never attempted 
to acquire any corruptible goods.” 

‘To this the woman answered: “Sir, just live 
with me and allow me to be sweetened by your 
beauty, and do not care for anything else. I 
have a house, many possessions: gold and sil- 
ver and servants and maids. You will be lord 
over all of this. 

Listening to the words that this woman 
was saying or, more accurately, that the Devil 
himself, the ancient murderer of mankind, was 
saying through her lips, Martinian began to 
waver, contemplating committing the sin. 

At last he said to the woman: “Wait a mo- 
ment. Some people usually come to me for a 
blessing. I will go take a look if anyone is there, 
so that no one will see us. We cannot hide our 
sin from God. Let us at least hide it from men 
so that they will not revile and defame us.” 

Having said this he went out of the cell and, 
having stood on a rock that was there, he at 
tentively scanned the road, But God, the Lover 
of Mankind, does not desire the destruction of 
any man. And He did not neglect the labors of 
St. Martinian, which were exercised by him 
from his youth up. He remembered his prayers 
and gave him His aid; the evil thought turned 
into a good one. Coming down from the rock 
Martinian found dried up brushwood. He took 
it and brought it into the cell. Placing it in the 
middle of the cell, he lit it. When the flames 
heated to a conflagration, the saint, having re- 
moved his sandals stood in the flames, and 
remained there until the fire began to burn 
his whole body. After this, he stepped out of 
the flames and said, as if reproaching himself: 
“Well, Martinian, is this temporal fire good? 
Is this suffering pleasant? If you can endure 
this, then approach the woman. She, or the 
Devil through her, is preparing an eternal fire 


for you. No, she is not guilty, but rather the 
Devil, who has inspired this thought in her. 
He is doing this so as to draw you into the ru- 
inous void. Think, O unworthy Martinian, 
about the torment that awaits you, remember 
the eternal fire. This temporal fire can be ex- 
tinguished by water. It also has light. The fire 
of hell does not have any brightness and all of 
the seas and rivers that exist under the heav- 
ens cannot extinguish it. If you can endure this 
inextinguishable fire, then approach the 
‘woman and fulfill your desire.” 

This was what he had been saying to him- 
self. When his pain started to quiet a little, he 
again stepped into the fire and stood there for 
a long time, for as long as he could. Stepping 
out of the conflagration he fell onto the ground 
and with heartfelt contrition, sighing and 
‘weeping, he cried out to the Lord: “O Lord, My 
God, be merciful to me a sinner. Forgive the 
darkness of my mind and my wallowing in sin. 
Thou triest the hearts and inner thoughts, 
thou knowest my heart also. Thou knowest 
that I have loved Thee from early youth and 
for Thy sake I have burned my body with fire. 
Forgive me, O Lord my Master, for Thou alone 
art good and merciful, for blessed art Thou 
forever.” 

‘The saint prayed in this manner, lying with 
his face to the ground: he could not stand be- 
cause of his extensive burns. After this, he 
began to sing: “How good is the God of Israel 
to them that are upright of heart! But as for 
me, my feet were all but shaken; my steps well 
nigh had slipped” (Ps. 27:1-2). 

Seeing this, the woman was amazed at how 
the saint for the sake of his salvation subjected 
himself to the flames. And she herself began 
to recall her sins and leapt up in spirit, as if 
woken from sleep. She ripped off her clothing 
and all of her trinkets and threw them into 
the fire and donning the old cape again, she 
fell at the feet of St. Martinian and with tears 
‘said to him: “Forgive me a wretched and sin- 
ful one, O servant of God. You, sir, know how 
‘strong and multitudinous are the wiles and 
deceptions of the Devil. He also inspired me to 
tempt you. Pray for me, holy father, that 
through your prayers even I a sinner may re- 
ceive salvation. Know, O father, that I will not 
return to the city, I will not enter into my house 
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nor see my family and acquaintances. No, I 
have firmly decided to forsake my defiled deeds 
and I will labor only for the salvation of my 
wretched soul. Know also this, dear sir: in the 
name of our Lord Jesus Christ I will conduct 
warfare with the Devil through that very 
means by which he inspired me to rise up 
against you. And I hope to shame him, the 
ancient liar, who has sent me upon you and 
upon my very self. He wished to conquer you 
through me, but with the help of our Master, 
Who calls to repentance even harlots, he him- 
self will be defeated by me.” She said this pour- 
ing tears. 

‘The blessed one answered her: “May my 
Lord and God forgive you, O woman, your sin. 
Go in peace and care, as you have said, for the 
salvation of your soul. Conduct a battle with 
the passions, dedicating yourself to repen- 
tance, and so you will shame the evil one.” 

In answer to this she said to the blessed 
one: “I ask and implore you, father, direct me 
on to the path of salvation: tell me how to re- 
ceive salvation.” 

He answered, “Go to Bethlehem and find a 
holy virgin there by the name of Paula, who 
has built a holy church there. When you ar- 
rive, tell her all that has happened and you 
will be saved there with her.” 

‘The woman, having stood up, did a pros- 
tration before him and said: “Father pray for 
me a sinner.” 

‘The saint, burdened by tremendous pain, 
was able, with great difficulty, to make a pros- 
tration before her. He gave the woman a few 
figs for the journey and, leading her out of the 
cell, he showed her the road to Jerusalem and 
said: “Go with peace and save your soul and 
struggle in repentance. Be sure not to turn 
back: “No man, having put his hand to the 
plow, and looking back, is fit for the Kingdom 
of Heaven” (Luke 9:62). Watch yourself, that 
you may not be shamed by the enemy again. 
Remain in repentance without waning, for God 
accepts those who repent.” 

Hearing this the woman cried even more 
bitterly and said: “Even I will hope on Him, 
upon Whom have hoped nations and were not 
put to shame. I firmly believe and hope that 
the Devil will not find himself a servant in me.” 


‘The blessed Martinian, having signed her 
with the sign of the cross, said: “May my Lord 
God preserve your soul and keep you to the 
end.” 

Bowing before the saint the woman left. 
‘The holy one returned to his cell, where he 
‘started to pray to God with tears. In the mean- 
while, that woman went on her way, praying 
to God with tears, so that He would guide her 
on the path of salvation. Night had already 
come, yet she still journeyed on through the 
desert, Here she stopped for the night. Rising 
in the morning, she continued her way, pray- 
ing and pouring tears. Only late in the evening 
on the second day did she arrive in Bethlehem. 
Entering the monastery built by the blessed 
Paula, she bowed to her and related everything 
that had happened. Hearing her story, the 
blessed Paula glorified God, the Lover of man- 
kind, and received her into her monastery with 
joy. Every day she instructed the woman and 
guided her on the path of salvation. This 
woman began to struggle and fast so much that. 
many times the blessed Paula told her: “Child, 
spare your flesh, so that you will not wither 
completely. Strive in such a way that you will 
be able to struggle in fasting to the end,” 

But she did not lessen her struggles. Not 
long before her death, blessed Zoé (that was 
the name of this woman) asked the Lord that 
He would reveal to her whether or not her re- 
pentance had been received. As a sign of His 
mercy, God, the Lover of mankind, granted her 
the gift of healing. One woman, who had a ter- 
rible ailment in her eyes, came to that monas- 
tery hoping to receive healing. The blessed 
Paula wishing to learn of Zoé’s repentance said 
to her: “Pray, child, for this woman that 
through your prayers the Lord will grant her 
healing.” 

Alittle time later, when Zo8 prayed for the 
sick one, she received healing. Out of gratitude 
for her healing, that woman had herself ton- 
sured in the monastery and began to struggle 
in monastic asceticism with great zeal. 

‘Twelve years blessed Zoé struggled in fast- 
ing, and in peace she gave her soul to the Lord. 
During the entire time of her repentance she 
did not taste of wine, oil or vegetables, eating 
only a little bread and water. She took food 


only once a day near the evening and some- 
times only every other day. Her bed was the 
bare earth. Such was the ascetic life of this 
saint, such was her end. But let us return to 
the testimony about blessed Martinian. 

Saint Martinian recovered completely from 
his burns really only after seven months. Af- 
ter this he began to ponder: “ If I do not leave 
here for another place, the evil enemy will not 
leave me and will give me no rest. Yes, and I 
should live in a place inaccessible to women.” 

Having thus pondered, he got up and 
prayed: “O Master of Heaven and earth, the 
Creator of the sea! do that which will be for 
my benefit, do not leave me and do not allow 
me to be destroyed to the end. Be my Helper 
and Protector. O Lord of hosts! direct me on 
the path of salvation.” 

Signing himself with the sign of the cross, 
the blessed one left his cell and headed for the 
sea. Having seen that the ascetic had aban- 
doned this place, the Devil cried out: “May my 
name be glorious, for I have driven you out of 
your cell, Martinian, and have burned your body 
and made you a fugitive and my captive. 
Martinian, are you fleeing from this place? Be 
it known, that wherever you go, I will be watch- 
ing you. Just as I have driven you from here, I 
will drive you out of every place that you take 
as your abode. I will not leave you until I have 
conquered you and made you my slave.” 

The blessed one answered: “O feeble and 
wretched one! Do you actually think that you, 
who possess no power, have driven me out of 
this cell, or think that I abandon it out of de- 
spair? No. I leave here so as to battle with you 
all the more and to defeat you. If those two 
temptations which you loosed upon me were 
80 small, then yet again try to tempt me. With 
the help of my God I have destroyed your evil 
cunning and suffered not for you, but for the 
sake of the name of my Lord God. Even the 
very woman, whom you inspired to tempt me, 
now knows your unclean and evil wiles, so that 
‘you do not dare even to approach her shadow.” 

Hearing these words of the saint, the Devil 
disappeared. The blessed one began to sing 
the psalm: “Let God arise and let His enemies 
be scattered, and let those who hate Him flee 
from before His face” (Ps. 67:1). With the 


chanting of this psalm, he headed for the sea. 
Reaching one port, there he found a God- 
fearing sea-captain and said to him: “Brother! 
do you know of any small and uninhabitable 
island in the sea?” 

‘The owner of the ship answered hit 
do you ask? What do you need it for?” 

“I wish to get away from this vain world 
and take upon myself the ascetic struggle of 
seclusion,” answered Martinian. “But I do not 
have a place which is convenient for this.” 

That man said: “There is such a place, but 
it is frightening: in the middle of the sea there 
is a high rocky cliff, from which point it is im- 
possible even to sight land.” 

“That place will be convenient for me,” 
answered the blessed one. “I wish to settle 
there, because it will be inaccessible to 
women.” 

“But who will get food for you?” asked the 
sea-captain. 

Martinian said: “I wish to ask you about 
this, You will bring me food, and I will pray for 
you. If you will bring me palm branches, then 
1 will occupy myself with weaving. When you 
come, you will take my handiwork and sell it. 
With this money you will buy me bread. Bring 
me water in a jar also. I request that you come 
tome with bread and water two or three times 
ayea 

Hearing this, the sea-captain understood, 
that standing before him was a holy man. He 
promised to fulfill everything that the blessed 
‘one would request. Entering into the ship, they 
sailed to that desert place. Accompanied by a 
pleasant and favorable wind they reached the 
rocky precipice by evening. Having beheld it, 
the blessed one rejoiced in spirit and praised 
God. Having blessed the sea-captain, he 
climbed onto the cliff and sang: “With pa- 
tience I waited patiently on the Lord, and He 
was attentive unto me, and He hearkened unto 
my supplication. And He brought me up out of 
the pit of misery, and from the mire of clay. 
And He set my feet upon a rock, and He or- 
dered my steps aright” (Ps. 39:1-3). Complet- 
ing the psalm and having prayed, he said to 
the sea-captain: “Go with peace, brother, and 
bring me bread, water and branches so that I 
can make baskets.” 


“Why 


“If you want,” answered the sea-captain, 
“I will bring wood also. We can build a small 
hut for you here.” 

But the blessed one did not desire this: he 
remained living on this rock in the open air, 
patiently enduring both the heat of the day 
and the cold of the night. Two or three times a 
year the sea-captain brought him bread and 
water, just as the saint had requested. Living 
on this rock, the blessed Martinian was over- 
joyed that he had escaped worldly vanit 
and night he praised God and unce: 
meditated upon God's works. But the evil Devil 
did not relinquish the saint even here, and 
attacked in every way. Once during the night 
he conjured up a great storm and raised up a 
huge wave over the head of the blessed one. It 
peaked over the cliff by fifteen cubits. During 
this the Devil called out: “Now I will drown 
you, Martinian!” 

‘The blessed one without being unnerved 
answered: “In vain do you labor, O feeble and 
wretched one. Your crafty designs do not 
frighten me. I hope on my Lord Jesus Christ 
and by His name I shall put you to shame.” 

Having said this, the blessed one began to 
sing: “Save me, O God, for the waters are come 
in unto my soul. I am stuck fast in the mire of 
the deep, and there is no sure standing. I am 
come into the deeps of the sea, and a tempest 
hath overwhelmed me” (Ps. 68: 1-3). Having 
finished this psalm, Martinian began to pray: 
“O Lord, Jesus Christ, O Only-begotten Son of 
the invisible Father, Thou hast descended to 
the earth for the sake of our salvation. Thou 
dost reign over the sea and commandest the 
winds, Every thing obeys Thee with fear. Hear- 
ken unto me, O Master, at this hour and stop 
this storm. Shame the Devil, who wishes to 
destroy me. All things are possible for Thee, O 
Lord. All things are in Thy power.” 

With these words of the saint the Devil 
stole away. The storm ceased, not having 
brought any harm to the saint. After this the 
saint remained on that precipice for another 
six years, for the sake of his salvation endur- 
ing rain, cold and heat. But the Devil did not 
cease his crafty designs. He brought upon the 
saint another, yet more difficult temptation 
and subjected him to extreme peril. 


‘Once the Devil saw that a ship, which held 
men and women, was sailing on the sea. He 
conjured up a storm and fierce wind. Driving 
the ship into a rock, he crushed it. Everyone 
aboard drowned except one virgin who suc- 
ceeded in grabbing a plank and floated on it to 
the cliff where Martinian lived. Grasping onto 
arock the virgin began to cry out: “Have mercy 
upon me, O servant of God. Give me your hand. 
‘Save me and do not leave me to die.” 

Having seen that no one could save the vir- 
gin except for himself, the blessed one said: 
“And this too is a demonic wile, O Devil, but 
you cannot conquer me.” 

Pondering over this the blessed one said: 
“Woe is me a sinner, for again a temptation is 
before me. What shall I do? If I do not give the 
virgin a hand and draw her from the water, 
then she will drowned and a terrible sin will 
lay upon my soul, for I will be her murderer. If 
I draw her out, I cannot stay here with her, 
This I would be a crisis greater than the former, 
Before, when I was on land, I could run. But 
now where can I flee? All there is is this little 
cliff, which is completely surrounded by water.” 

After this he raised his hands to Heaven 
and began to pray: “O Lord, do not let me be 
destroyed, but arrange everything for the ben- 
efit of my soul.” 

Having said this, he gave the young girl a 
hand and pulled her out of the sea onto the 
cliff. Noticing that she was very beautiful, 
Martinian said: “Truly, straw and fire cannot 
exist together. It is impossible that you and I 
live here simultaneously. Remain in this place 
and do not fear anything. There is some bread 
and water. They are brought here by a certain 
sea-captain. In two months he will come again. 
Tell him about everything that has happened 
and he will transport you across the sea.” 

After this, the saint signed the sea with 
the sign of the cross and said: “O Lord Jesus 
Christ! Thou dost forbid the winds which obey 
Thee with fear. Hearken and have mercy upon 
me and do not let me be destroyed. In Thy 
name do I throw myself into the sea, for it is 
better for me to die in the waves than to burn 
in body by a lustful passion for a woman.” 

‘Turning to the virgin Martinian said: “Save 
yourself, young maiden. God will preserve your 


soll to the end from all of the onslaughts of 
th: enemy!” 

With these words he threw himself into the 
set and swam, By the providence of God two 
dohins picked him up on their backs and 
caried him, Having beheld this the virgin 
looxed upon him until he had been carried out 
of sight. The dolphins carried the blessed one 
to he mainland. Stepping on to dry land, 
‘Martinian began to thank the Lord: “I praise 
Tree, O Lord my God, for Thou hast won- 
drvusly shown Thy mercy upon me, Thy sin- 
fu and unworthy servant. Do not forsake me 
urto the end.” 

‘After this he began to ponder: “Now what 
stall I do? The enemy does not leave me ei- 
ther in the mountains or in the desert. He has 
nit left me alone on the sea. But I should al- 
ways carry in my heart the words of the Gos- 
pel: “But when they persecute you in this city, 
flee to another: for verily I say unto you, Ye 
shall not have gone over the cities of Israel, 
till the Son of man be come” (Matt. 10:23). 

Having said this, the blessed one began to 
walk from one place to another, from one city 
to the next, and spoke in the following man- 
ner: “Flee, Martinian, that danger not befall 
you.” 

So he spent his whole life continually wan- 
dering. At the same time he did not take along 
astaff, or a bag or bread or change of clothing 
or money (in brief, anything necessary for 
maintaining life). When he entered a city or 
some sort of village, he would ask who among 
the inhabitants was distinguished by his pi- 
ety and he would stay with that person and be 
fed, He spent his nights wherever the night 
found him: in the desert or in a field. He lay 
down to rest as briefly as possible. Wandering 
in this fashion for two years, he had traversed 
one hundred four cities and finally arrived at 
Athens, God was pleased to reveal to the 
bishop of that city about the blessed Martinian. 
Sensing that his end was near the saint, al- 
ready ill, entered a church and lay down on 
the ground and said to those who had encircled 
him: “Call the bishop to this place immedi- 
ately.” 

‘Those surrounding Martinian thought that 
he was out of his mind. When he again started 
requesting, they listened to him and went to 
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St. Photini 


the bishop and said to him: “A certain man is 
lying in church. We do not know if he is in his 
right mind or if it is something else. He asked 
us to call you to him.” 

‘The Bishop answered them: “In vain doyou 
call this man insane. He is much better and 
more worthy than I.” Arising, the bishop 
headed for the church. The blessed one, upon 
seeing the bishop, could not get up. Stretch- 
ing out his hands to him, he wanted to express 
the proper honor due a bishop of God. The 
bishop also tried to show him honor and said: 
“Once God promised to show me His servant. 
Now He has fulfilled His promise. When you 
are vouchsafed the Heavenly Kingdom, re- 
member me also.” 

The blessed one answered: “Bless me, fa- 
ther, and pray that the Lord will grant unto 
me to stand without condemnation before His 
righteous judgement.” 

Having said this, the saint lifted up his eyes 
to Heaven and said: “O Lord, Jesus Christ! into 
‘Thy hands do I surrender my spirit!” And bless- 
ing himself he said to the bishop: “For the 
Lord's sake, father, give me over for burial.” 

At this moment the blessed one's face shone 
with a smile and he gave his soul to the Lord. 
So Saint Martinian completed his earthly so- 
journ with honor and kept the Faith and was 
vouchsafed to receive a crown, prepared for 
him in the Heavenly Kingdom. With great 
honor the bishop gave his holy body over for 
burial in that church. 

Who is not amazed at this ascetic?! Who 
does not magnify his memory?! To the end of 
his days he struggled to save his soul, and even 
voluntarily subjected his very self to tortures. 
Even though persecution was not waged at 
that time, the saint arranged his own martyr- 
dom. He defeated the devil and dissolved his 
cunning. He was his own persecutor and vol- 
untarily submitted himself to suffering. Truly, 
he should be called a martyr and good pas- 
sion-bearer. By temporal fire he overcame eter- 
nal fire. The Devil attacked him through a 
woman, but this blessed one turned her onto 
the true and good path. 

But let us return now to that virgin, who 
had been left on the precipice by Martinian 
and, we shalll see that the prayer of the blessed 
one help her greatly. 
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Remaining on the cliff, Photina (for that 
was the name of this virgin) nurtured herself 
with the bread and water as she had been in- 
structed by the blessed one. According to cus- 
tom, in two months the sea-captain headed for 
the precipice carrying bread and water for 
Saint Martinian. Approaching the cliff he saw 
the virgin instead of the monk and thought 
that this was an apparition. In horror he be- 
gan to sail away from the cliff. Photina began 
to shout to him: “Do not fear anything, Iam in 
fact a woman and a Christian. Do not depart 
from me, but come up closer and listen to what 
Thave to say to you.” 

The sea-captain, however, did not believe 
her. Then she gave an oath and said to hit 
swear to you by Christ that I am a Christian, 
Without fear come here and listen to my story.” 

The sea-captain anchored his ship at the 
precipice and said to her: “Where is the monk 
that used to be here? How could he have left 
this place and to where? Who brought you and 
left you on this rock?” 

Having signed herself with the sign of the 
cross, Photina began to relate all that had hap- 
pened to her. Having heard her story, that man 
was entirely stunned and said to her: “Go, I 
will take you from this place to the mainland, 
so that you can go to your home town.” 

“No, my brother,” she answered him, “I re- 
quest that you do not take me from this place, 
but show mercy upon me: go to a city and bring 
me a man’s hair-shirt. Bring me bread and 
water, just as you did for that blessed man, 
and you will receive the blessing of God that 
was promised you, For there is no difference 
between male and female gender, as the 
Apostle says: “for we are all one in Christ” (Gal. 
3:28). Disdain me not, a sinner, for even I will 
to receive salvation. Perhaps God, desiring to 
save me, deigned to settle me upon this cliff 
through His wise providence. Do not forsake 
me only because I am a woman. Remember 
that God created Adam and Eve and Himself 
deigned to be born of the Most-Holy Virgin 
Mary. Serve me also, just as you served that 
righteous man, and bring me everything that 
Thave asked of you. Bring me wool also, that I 
might busy myself with handiwork. Let your 
wife come her also: she can dress me in men’s 
clothes and I will work at that which she asks 


of me. May my Lord and God be with you alll of 
your life and give you grace, mercy and the 
remission of sins in this life and the next.” 

The sea-captain answered her: “I will do 
all that you ask of me. Be strong and take cour- 
age, and God will fulfill your desire.” 

With these words he left for home. In two 
days he arrived again together with wife, 
having brought everything that the virgin had 
requested. Disembarking from the ship, his wife 
climbed up onto the cliff to the blessed Photina. 
She kissed her and prostrated herself to the 
earth. After this she retrieved from the ship 
clothing and bread. Having requested that the 
sea-captain shove off a little ways, the blessed 
Photina removed her woman'sclothing, and with 
it female weakness, and donned the male cloth- 
ing and girded herself with wisdom and manly 
strength. At this time she prayed, crying out: 
“O Lord God! throughout the ages Thou hast 
attended unto the supplications of Thy saints; 
hearken unto me a sinner and help me to live in 
this place dressed in male clothing peacefully 
and piously. Preserve my soul. Confirm my heart, 
Strengthen my body and guide me on the path 
of salvation. Grant also a worthy reward to this, 
people who are serving me. For Thou art blessed 
and most-glorious for ever. Amen.” 

After this she said to the woman: “My lady, 
I ask you to bring me some wool along with 
the bread and water, that I may not eat your 
bread without payment. And take my clothes 


for yourself in memory of my humility.” 

‘After this she saw them off in peace. Three 
months later the sea-captain and his wife 
again came to Photina, bringing along some 
bread for her. 

Remaining on this island, the blessed vir- 
gin praised the Lord for her life. Daily she 
raised up twelve prayers to God and at night 
she doubled this pious practice and prayed 
twenty-four times to the Lord. A pound of bread 
served as her food for two days. So with the 
help of God she attained the end of her life. 
When she settled on this cliff she was twenty- 
five years of age. She labored on the cliff for 
six years, after which she peacefully gave her 
pure and holy soul to the Lord. Two months 
after her death, when the time had arrived for 
the sea-captain and his wife to visit, they found 
that blessed Photina deceased. She lay with 
her hands crossed upon her chest. Her face was 
radiant; she looked as if she were sleeping. 
Bowing before her holy body, they took it and 
placed it in the ship and sailed away to the 
city of Caesarea of Palestine and told the bishop 
about the virtuous life of Photina. With all of 
the clergy, the bishop buried her body with 
honor, chanting the divinely inspired psalms 
and hymns, sending up honor and glory to the 
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, now 
and ever and to the ages of ages. Amen. 


‘Translated from the Russian by Fr. Paul Volmensky 
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‘The Conference will provide time to pray, learn, and meet with other Orthodox. There will be Vespers 
Friday evening, Liturgy Saturday, Vigil Saturday evening, and Liturgy on Sunday. There will be talks 
for adults and children. Speakers will explore the effects of modern technology on leading an Orthodox 
life. Among other things, medical advances and a proper Orthodox response to them will be discussed. 
‘Aqquestion and answer period with all the speakers will be provided on the last day of the Conference 


Speakers: Archimandrite Akakios of St. Gregory Palamas Monastery; Fr. Seraphim 


Rohiman of Hawai 


't. Joseph Sunderland of New Martyrs Orthodox Church; 


't. Constantine Fedorov of Mahopac NY. 


Cost: $25/person, or $50/family 
Contact: Matushka Maureen Sunderland; 509/657-7155 


THE RUSSIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH OUTSIDE OF RUSSIA 


‘St. Jon (Maximovich) oF SHANGHAI AND SAN FRANCISCO 


The Russian Orthodox Church Outside of 
Russia is that part of the Russian Church 
which is outside the boundaries of the Rus- 
sian State, governed at the present time by a 
Chief Hierarch and a Synod of Bishops chosen 
by the Sobor of Bishops of the Russian 
Diaspora. 

‘The Russian Church has had a part out- 
side of Russia for about two centuries. The 
preaching of Christianity to the pagan tribes 
of Asia involved the founding of missions which 
became in the course of time dioceses in China 
and Japan, The spreading of Orthodoxy among 
the pagan population of the Aleutian Islands 
and Alaska and the establishment of the Mis- 
sion, and then dioceses for North Americ 
were a continuation of the preaching in Asia. 
In Western Europe, beginning with the 18th 
century, churches were built at first at the 
Russian embassies, and then separately from 
them in those places which were visited by 
Russians in their trips abroad. All these 
churches were considered to be in the diocese 
of the Metropolitan of Petrograd; most recently 
they were directly dependent on his vicar, the 
Bishop of Kronstadt. None of the Eastern Pa- 
triarchs, whose authority has been highly re- 
spected by the Russian people, and likewise 
none of the other heads of the Orthodox 
Churches, ever protested against such a 
spreading of the Russian Church. If accord- 
ing to the Church canons a duration of thirty 
years is sufficient to cause a church or a place 
to belong to that diocese which in the course 
of those years was in possession of it, then all 
the more must one recognize as undisputed 
the right of the Russian Church to those places 
which have been cared for by her for many 
decades. One may say quite certainly that this 
question would never have been raised if the 
Russian Empire and with it the Russian 
Church had remained in its former power and 
glory, and if no misfortune had befallen them. 

After the collapse of the monarchy, at first 
the Russian Church continued both within and 
without Russia to enjoy her former rights. But 
this did not last long. Soon persecution be- 
gan. The Communist regime which soon came 
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to power set as its aim the uprooting of all re- 
ligion, which according to Marxist teaching is 
prejudice and superstition. The chief blow was 
directed against the Orthodox Church, to 
which belonged the overwhelming majority of 
the Russian people, and which had inspired 
them over the centuries from the very Bap- 
tism of Russia. Churches began to be closed, 
clergy were persecuted and murdered, and this 
turned later into systematic battle against the 
Church with the aim of exterminating it. 

Foreseeing the possibility that the Higher 
Authority of the Russian Church would be de- 
prived of freedom and that it would become 
impossible for separate parts of the Russian 
Church to have contact with it, Patriarch 
‘Tikhon, who was then head of the Church, gave 
an instruction that in those regions which were 
separated from the Church Administration tem- 
porary church administrations should be estab- 
lished under the leadership of the eldest of the 
hierarchs in that region. At that time church 
administrations had already been established 
in places which had no contact with Moscow at 
the time of the civil war within Russia itself (in 
the south of Russia and in Siberia). And when 
there followed the great exodus of Russians 
from their homeland after the defeat of the 
troops that were fighting against the Commu- 
nist regime, the Higher Church Administration 
of South Russia, headed by Metropolitan An- 
thony, who was known to the entire Orthodox 
world, found itself outside of Russia. 

‘The hierarchs who arrived in Constanti- 
nople immediately appealed to the Locum Ten- 
ens of the Ecumenical Throne, Metropolitan 
Dorotheos of Prusa of blessed memory, with a 
request to permit them to continue to take care 
of their Russian flock. This permission was 
given them by an act of December 29, 1920. 
At the beginning of the next year, 1921, at the 
invitation of the Serbian Patriarch Dimitry, 
‘Metropolitan Anthony moved to Serbia, and 
the Higher Administration of the Russian 
Church abroad moved there also. Around him 
all the hierarchs of the Russian Church and 
all parts of the Russian Church outside the 
boundaries of the Russian state then united. 


The churches which had been in the jurisdic- 
tion of the vicar of the Metropolitan of 
Petrograd were entrusted to Archbishop 
Evlogy, at first by the Temporary Higher 
Church Administration, and then by Patriarch 
Tikhon. The ecclesiastical missions in the Far 
East (China and Japan), and likewise those 
bishops who had emigrated from Russia to 
Manchuria, acknowledged themselves as sub- 
ject to the Church Administration Abroad 
which had just been formed. In accordance 
with the desire of Patriarch Tikhon, one of the 
bishops who had arrived in Constantinople 
from the south of Russia (Metropolitan Platon) 
was assigned to America by the same Admin- 
istration. To this Administration there were 
likewise subject the ecclesiastical mission in 
Jerusalem and a protopresbyter in Argentina, 

‘The Higher Church Administration (whi 
originated in southern Russia in the areas that, 
were then free from Soviet authority, in har- 
mony with the later Ukase of Patriarch Tikhon 
of November 7, 1920) was confirmed by the 
Locum Tenens of the Ecumenical Throne, Met- 
ropolitan Dorotheos, and was received in a 
brotherly way by Patriarch Dimitry of Serbi 
it became in actual fact the higher Church au- 
thority for all Russian churches that were out- 
side the boundaries of Russia, 

‘The Higher Church Administration, in 
which at first, besides bishops, there were in- 
cluded likewise representatives of the clergy 
and laity, acknowledged as its supreme chief 
hierarch Patriarch Tikhon of Moscow. It 
viewed its separation from him as temporary 
and considered itself to be responsible before 
a future All-Russian Sobor, after the libera- 
tion of Russia from the atheist regime. Patri- 
arch Tikhon of Moscow recognized the assign- 
ments made by the Higher Church Adminis- 
tration abroad. He even gave it orders, for 
example, concerning the assignment of Met- 
ropolitan Platon as diocesan bishop of North 
‘America and the conducting of an investiga- 
tion of Bishop Anthony, former priest of the 
church in Copenhagen, who had been conse- 
crated bishop in Belgrade. 

In November of 1921 in Sremsky-Karlovtsy 
in Yugoslavia the first Sobor abroad was held, 
in which in addition to 24 bishops, represen- 
tatives of the clergy and laity took part. Be- 


ing thus the voice of all Russians who had suc- 
ceeded in leaving the Soviet authority, the 
Sobor considered itself obligated to express its 
opinion regarding the situation in Russia, 
where alll the rest of the population of Russia 
was languishing under the oppression of that 
authority. The Sobor appealed to the Genoa 
Conference with the request not to support the 
Bolshevik regime and to help the Russian 
people to become free of it. 

‘The Bolshevik regime, seeing in this a 
threat against itself, decided to exert pressure 
on the Russians abroad through the Church 
authorities. Under the strong pressure of the 
Soviet government, Patriarch Tikhon signed 
an ukase concerning the suppression of the 
Higher Church Administration, entrusting to 
Metropolitan Evlogy the responsibility for or- 
ganizing a new one. After this, Patriarch 
‘Tikhon was immediately arrested. 

Being guided by the Patriarch’s previous 
decree of November 7/20, 1920, the hierarchs 
abroad assembled in a Sobor on August 31, 
1922, and decreed that in place of the Higher 
Church Administration a Synod of Bishops 
should be chosen, As chairman of it there was 
elected the hierarch eldest in rank, who had 
occupied the oldest Russian see and had been, 
besides the Patriarch, the only permanent 
member of the Russian Synod — Metropoli- 
tan Anthony (Khrapovitsky) of Kiev. 

All Russian churches submitted to the 
Synod of Bishops, as earlier they had to the 
Higher Church Administration, and the Synod 
of Bishops which was elected became recog- 
nized as the Church authority abroad. The 
Synod and Sobor of Bishops continued to con- 
sider themselves and the churches in their ju- 
risdiction as an inseparable part of the Rus- 
sian Church. In accordance with the Russian 
custom, in all Russian churches abroad at Di- 
vine services the name of Patriarch Tikhon was 
commemorated, and after him the name of the 
head of the Church abroad, Metropolitan 
Anthony. 

The Chairman of the Synod of Bishops 
abroad, Metropolitan Anthony, who after the 
arrest of Patriarch Tikhon was the eldest Rus- 
sian hierarch still in freedom, rose up in de- 
fense of the persecuted Russian Church. In 
his epistles to the Most Holy Patriarchs, and 
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to those non-Orthodox in positions of author- 
ity, he explained the true situation of the Rus- 
sian Church, a situation which often was trans- 
mitted to them in a distorted form. His ap- 
peal to the Archbishop of Canterbury had as a 
consequence the intervention of the English 
government in the fate of Patriarch Tikhon, 
and the latter was freed from prison when a 
trial against him had already been set and an 
accusation had been composed with the aim 
of obtaining the death penalty for him. 

After the death of Patriarch Tikhon, the 
Russian Church Abroad acknowledged the 
Locum Tenens of the Patriarchal Throne, Met- 
ropolitan Peter of Krutitsk; however, he was 
soon arrested and banished by the Soviet re- 
gime for his firmness and his unwillingness to 
make concessions to the atheist regime. The 
Church in Russia and abroad continued to re- 
gard him as her head and his name was com- 
memorated at Divine services in all churches, 
‘Then Metropolitan Sergius became his Sub- 
stitute. At this time certain differences arose 
among the Russian hierarchs abroad, and an 
appeal was made to Metropolitan Sergius with 
the request that he make a decision on them. 
This allowed Metropolitan Sergius to express 
his view on the situation of the part of the Rus- 
sian Church that was abroad. Addressing him- 
self in a general letter to the bishops abroad 
on September 12, 1926, he wrote: 

“My dear hierarchs, you ask me to be a 
judge in a matter of which I am entirely un- 
‘aware... Can the Moscow Patriarch, as a gen- 
eral principle, be the leader of the ecclesiasti- 
cal life of Orthodox emigrants?... The good of 
church affairs themselves demands that you, 
by a common consent, should establish for 
yourselves a central organ of church adminis- 
tration which is sufficiently authoritative to 
resolve all misunderstandings and differences 
and which has the power to put a stop to any 
misunderstanding and every disobedience 
without appealing for our support...” In this 
letter, which is filled with love for his fellow 
bishops abroad, he says: “We shall scarcely see 
each other again in the present life, but Imay 
hope by God’s mercy that we shall see each 
other in the future life.” 

This was the last letter of Metropolitan 
Sergius in which he freely wrote that which 
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within himself he acknowledged as true. Im- 
prisonment, threats with regard not only to 
himself but to the entire Russian Church as 
well, and the false promises of the Soviet re- 
gime broke him: within a few months after 
his letter, so full of love, to the hierarchs 
abroad, which was as it were his testament 
before his loss of inner freedom, Metropolitan 
Sergius issued a Declaration in which he rec- 
ognized the Soviet regime as a genuinely law- 
ful Russian regime which was concerned for 
the people's good, a regime “whose joys are our 
joys, and whose sorrows are our sorrows” (Dec- 
laration of July 16/29, 1927). At the same time, 
in accordance with the promise he had given 
the Soviet regime, Metropolitan Sergius de- 
manded of the clergy abroad their signatures 
of loyalty to the Soviet regime. 

‘This document was in complete contradic- 
tion with his view expressed nine months be- 


Iffor those in Russia who were undergoing ter- 
rible sufferings there might be conditions that 
would mitigate their moral capitulation to the 
cruel regime — just as the church canons at 
the time of the [ancient] persecutions miti- 
gated the penances of those who renounced 
Christ after terrible sufferings — nonetheless, 
for those who were in freedom and compara- 
tive safety there were no mitigating circum. 
stances or justification or even meaning at all 
in such a signature. It can hardly be that 
‘Metropolitan Sergius himself believed that 
anyone abroad would submit to his Ukase, and 
he did this clearly in order to fulfill the de- 
mand of the Soviet regime and thus remove 
responsibility from himself. 

‘However, Metropolitan Evlogy with his vic- 
ars and Bishop Benjamin of Sebastopol did 
indeed submit to the Ukase. Meanwhile, in 
Russia itself there were courageous confessors 
from among the imprisoned bishops and like- 
wise among those who remained in freedom, 
who declared to Metropolitan Sergius that they 
did not accept the concordat with the atheist 
regime that was persecuting the Church. 
Many of them even broke off communion in 
prayer with Metropolitan Sergius as one who 
had “fallen” and had entered into league with 
the atheists, and a part of the clergy and laity 


in Russia followed them. The atheist Soviet 
regime cruelly persecuted such steadfast hi- 
erarchs and their followers. The Soviet regime, 
while not fulfilling the promises to Metropoli- 
tan Sergius which had caused him to make the 
concordat with it, at the same time deprived 
of freedom, banished, and even executed many 
of those who did not recognize the Declaration 
of Metropolitan Sergius. 

‘Among those who did not recognize Met- 
ropolitan Sergius’ Declaration of loyalty to the 
Soviet regime were the Locum Tenens of the 
Patriarchal Throne, Metropolitan Peter (whose 
Substitute Metropolitan Sergius was), Metro- 
politans Agathangel of Yaroslavl and Cyril of 
Kazan (who had been indicated by Patriarch 
‘Tikhon as possible Locum Tenenses of the Pa- 
triarchal Throne in case Peter should be un- 
able to exercise his office), Metropolitan Jo- 
seph of Petrograd, and many other well-known 
hierarchs. Indeed, Metropolitan Sergius him- 
self had thought exactly like them not long 
before his signing of the Declaration for the 
reasons already mentioned. 

‘The Declaration of Metropolitan Sergius 
brought no benefit to the Church. The perse- 
cutions not only did not cease, but they even 
increased. To the other accusations which the 
Soviet regime made against clergy and laymen 
was added yet one more — not recognizing the 
Declaration. At the same time churches witl 
out number were closed throughout Russia. 
Within a few years almost all churches were 
destroyed or put to various other uses. Whole 
provinces remained without a single church. 
Concentration camps and places of forced la- 
bor held thousands of clergy, a significant part 
of which never regained freedom, being ex- 
ecuted there or dying from excessive labors and 
deprivations. Even the children of priests and 
all believing laymen were persecuted. 

‘The Russian Church Outside of Russia was 
spiritually one with these persecuted believ- 
ers. Except for the several hierarchs already 
mentioned, all the rest, headed by Metropoli- 
tan Anthony, flatly refused to give signatures 
of loyalty to the Soviet regime, and they came 
out with an open denunciation. Moreover, Met- 
ropolitan Anthony, who very much loved Met- 
ropolitan Sergius and inwardly suffered for his 
beloved disciple and friend, wrote him 


personally a letter of admonition, which prob- 
ably never reached him or in any case was no 
longer able now to influence his behavior. 

Like the bishops and faithful inside Rus- 
sia who did not recognize the Declaration of 
‘Metropolitan Sergius, so too the part of the 
Russian Church that was abroad did not cease 
to belong to the Russian Church. They all, 
just as before, remained in spiritual union with 
‘the Locum Tenens of the Patriarchal Throne, 
Metropolitan Peter, who was languishing in a 
desert place in the far north. His name was 
commemorated in all Russian churches 
abroad. In all these churches there were also 
prayers for the suffering brethren in the Home- 
land, for their deliverance from the atheist re- 
gime, and for the repose of those who had been 
martyred by the regime. Meanwhile, Metro- 
politan Evlogy, who had given the signature 
of loyalty to the Soviet regime which had been 
demanded by Metropolitan Sergius, was in- 
vited to a service of prayer in England for the 
suffering Russian Church, and he took part in 
it. This was interpreted as an act against the 
Soviet regime, and he was forbidden to serve 
by Metropolitan Sergius. Not wishing to sub- 
mit to this decree, but at the same time not 
wishing to acknowledge his guilt before the 
Russian Synod Abroad, Metropolitan Evlogy 
asked the Patriarch of Constantinople to re- 
ceive him and his flock temporarily into the 
jurisdiction of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, 
which was done. 

Notwithstanding the departure from the 
Church Abroad — and, one may say, from the 
Russian Church altogether — of Metropolitans 
Evlogy and Platon with their followers, the 
Russian Orthdox Church Outside of Russia 
remains the free part of the Russian Church. 
She has enjoyed the attention of the Most Holy 
Patriarchs and the other hierarchs of her sis- 
ter Orthodox Churches. Patriarch Varnava of 
Serbia showed special attention to her and 
strove to return to the Russian Church Abroad 
those bishops who had separated from her, and 
he was likewise an intermediary between her 
and Metropolitan Sergius, whom he respected 
and loved as the rector of his days in the Acad- 
emy. However, soon he had to become con- 
vinced that Metropolitan Sergius was in the 
hands of the Church's enemies and that his 
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actions were harmful to her, concerning which 
he wrote to him directly. 

Patriarch Varnava addressed himself di- 
rectly to the Russian Diaspora with a sermon 
on July 9/22, 1930, during a service in the Holy 
‘Trinity Russian Church, when he said: 

“You should know that the fanatics who are 
persecuting the Church are not only torturing 
her, but they strive also to divide her, to dis- 
unite her, and by every means they stretch out 
their criminal hands to you who are outside of 
your homeland. You, the loyal sons of Russia, 
should remember that you are the only sup- 
port of the great Russian people.... The eccle- 
siastical dissensions which have been sown by 
the enemies of your homeland should at any 
cost come to an end. In your midst there is a 
great hierarch, Metropolitan Anthony, who is 
an adornment of the universal Orthodox 
Church. His is a great mind which is like to 
the first hierarchs of the Church of Christ at 
the beginning of Christianity. Church truth 
is to be found in him and those who have sepa- 
rated should return to him, All of you, not only 
those who live in our Yugoslavia, but also those 
who are in America, in Asia, in all countries of 
the world, should form, under the headship of 
this great archpastor Metropolitan Anthony, 
a single invincible whole, which will not give 
in to the attacks and provocations of the 
Church's enemies. I, as the Serbian Patriarch, 
and now your brother by blood, fervently pray 
to God that He will unite the Russian people 
abroad into a single whole so that Russia might 
arise the same as she was when the Orthodox 
‘Tsar was at her head, and in the name of the 
Lord Jesus Christ and all His saints, I bless 
you with my Patriarchal blessing.” 

Patriarch Varnava took an active part in the 
activities of the Russian Church Outside of Rus- 
sia, convoking under his chairmanship confer- 
ences of the representatives of the various church 
provinces abroad, with the aim of putting an end 
to differences and schism and restoring to the 
Church Abroad those who had left her. With his 
participation and under his chairmanship there 
was worked out in 1935 a “Decree on the Rus- 
sian Church Abroad,” which was signed by him 
and by the Russian hierarchs and became the 
foundation for the administration of the Russian 
Orthodox Church Outside of Russia. 
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‘The same relationship of complete love for 
the Russian Church Outside of Russia was mani- 
fested by Patriarch Gregory of Antioch, who al- 
ways gave her his support. The Most Holy Pa- 
triarch of Alexandria was always in communion 
with the Russian Church Outside of Russia, and 
he showed her brotherly support and addressed 
her chief hierarch as her lawful head. The Most 
Blessed Patriarch of Jerusalem likewise not only 
permitted the activities of the Russian Church 
Abroad within the bounds of his Patriarchate, 
but even called upon her to participate in the 
activities of the Patriarchate. Thus, havingneed, 
because of certain difficulties which had arisen, 
to consecrate new bishops, he invited to 
concelebrate with him Archbishop Anastasy, who 
was then in Jerusalem and was later to become 
Metropolitan and Chief Hierarch of the Russian 
Church Abroad. The Most Blessed Patriarch 
‘Timothy was one of the bishops consecrated 
jointly by Patriarch Damian and Metropolitan 
‘Anastasy. The Archbishop of Mount Sinai was 
always in communion with the Russian Church 
Abroad. The Church of Bulgaria was in broth- 
erly union with her. Within the boundaries of 
the Local Churches the Russian Church Abroad 
took care of her spiritual children in accordance 
with the sacred principles of those Churches and 
acted completely independently within the 
boundaries which were established for her, con- 
tinuing to realize the rights which had formerly 
been given to the Russian Church. 

In 1935 there was celebrated the 50th an- 
niversary jubilee in sacred orders of the head 
of the Russian Church Abroad, Metropolitan 
Anthony. The celebration of this jubilee as- 
sumed the character of a great triumph of the 
Orthodox Church. An active part was taken in 
it not only by the Serbian Church, within whose 
boundaries it took place, but there came also to 
Belgrade representatives of various other 
Churches. From the Church of Antioch there 
‘came Metropolitan Elias of Lebanon. Other rep- 
resentatives came from all corners of the earth. 

In the next year, 1936, Metropolitan An- 
thony reposed. His successor was Metropoli- 
tan Anastasy, who had been chosen beforehand 
and was quickly elected by the Sobor of Rus- 
sian Bishops Abroad. 

At first this change did not bring any al- 
terations in the situation of the Russian 


Church Abroad. She continued to exist and 
act as before, being governed by the “Decree” 
which had been accepted under the chairman- 
ship of Patriarch Varnava, and everywhere she 
enjoyed externally all her former rights. In 
1937, the Locum Tenens, Metropolitan Peter 
of Krutitsk, died in banishment, and appar- 
ently not long before this, or soon afterwards, 
Metropolitan Cyril of Kazan, who was sup- 
posed to become Locum Tenens after Metro- 
politan Peter, likewise died in banishment. 
The Patriarchal Synod of Moscow, composed 
of bishops invited by Metropolitan Sergius, 
confirmed the latter as Locum Tenens of the 
Patriarchal Throne. At this time the Russian 
Church inside Russia was in a state of total 
desolation, There were only twenty bishops 
in freedom, and the majority of churches were 
closed, destroyed, or turned to some other use. 
Whole provinces and vast expanses had not a 
single church. Relics and wonderworking icons 
were taken to museums. The majority of the 
clergy that remained were in banishment, at 
forced labor, or lived concealing their rank, 
earning for themselves a pitiful living by any 
kind of work and only secretly celebrating ser- 
vices at the homes of faithful laymen. 

At the same time Metropolitan Sergius, 
bound by his promise given to the Soviet re- 
gime, continued to affirm that there was no 
persecution against the Church in Russia. The 
Church Abroad, which was no longer subject 
to Metropolitan Sergius and his Synod, re- 
mained in her previous relationship to him, 
feeling herself to be spiritually one with the 
suffering Mother Church, and as before offer- 
ing prayer for her and her suffering brethren. 

In 1939 the Second World War began, into 
which Russia, governed by the Soviet regime, 
‘was also drawn. The people expected that the 
‘war would bring liberation from the Soviet re- 
gime, and at the beginning of the war whole 
divisions surrendered, not wishing to defend 
their oppressor. However, when the people un- 
derstood that war was being waged against 
Russia, which the Germans wished to subject 
to themselves, they rose up in defense of the 
homeland. ‘The Soviet regime took advantage 
of the popular feeling. Seeing that the faith 
which lay hidden in the people began in war 
time to burst out uncontrollably and that there 


was no possibility of holding it back — because 
it was still, just as before, the chief inner 
strength of millions of Russians — the Soviet 
regime decided to give concessions for the time 
being, and, by showing concern for the Church, 
to make the people its ally in the difficult war 
in which it could easily be defeated without their 
support. Some closed churches were re-opened, 
and a part of the relics that had been taken to 
museums was returned. Only a small part of 
the holy objects and church property which the 
Soviet regime had seized was involved, but in 
this people saw a change in the relationship of 
the Soviet regime to the Church. 

‘The Soviet regime allowed the election of 
a patriarch and an outward freedom to the 
Church, but in essence it did not alleviate the 
situation of the Church in the least. The 
Patriarch and his Synod were under the strict 
supervision of the regime and they could do 
nothing without the knowledge of the 
representative of the Soviet regime — the 
Chairman of the Council for the Affairs of the 
Orthodox Church — and they had to follow his 
instructions, In this there is no resemblance 
whatever to the situation of the Holy Synod in 
the times of the Tsars, The Russian Tsar and 
his government were Orthodox and strove for 
the good of the Church; and if, even then, there 
were instances when the representatives of the 
regime, the Ober-procurators, did not correctly 
understand the interest of the Church and 
their actions were harmful for her — nonethe- 
less, these were separate episodes, harmful in 
themselves, but not representing any system- 
atic destruction of the Church. 

‘Now, however, the Soviet government is 
Communist, atheistic in its foundation and idea, 
and it has set for itself the aim of exterminat- 
ing every religion as superstition and implant- 
ing atheism. ‘There can be temporary conces- 
sions, there can be various tactical approaches, 
but the fundamental aim remains unaltered. 
Making use of the Church authority and the 
Church for the attainment of its own different 
political aims, the Soviet government is prepar- 
ing beforehand a blow to be delivered to the 
Church when it shall find this possible and con- 
venient. We see proofs and examples of such 
flexibility of Soviet politics in every sphere. The 
Soviet government when it was necessary took 


1B 


broad advantage of the patriotism of the Rus- 
sian people and put itself forth as an authenti- 
cally Russian government; but the war had not 
even been finished when the Russian patriotic 
slogans were thrown out, the government put 
in the first place the international politics and 
aims of Communism, although for the time be- 
ing it did not completely renounce historical 
Russian aims which were useful for it at that 
time. Again, permitting an increase in the in- 
fluence of the army and its officers during the 
war, the Soviet government later separated it- 
self from the generals who had become popular 
and sent into exile many outstanding soldiers, 
declaring that the whole success of the war 
should be ascribed to the Communist Party. Yet 
again, having entered into friendly relations 
with various governments, the Soviet leaders 
subsequently turned abruptly about and began 
to cover with dirt those whom they had em- 
braced. While during the war it had called 
people to support the wholeness and glory of 
the homeland, after the war the Soviet govern- 
ment gave over to death many distinguished 
Russian patriots. 

So also in its relationship to the Church, 
the Communist government, in contradiction 
to its fundamental world-view, supports the 
Church, having in mind to destroy everything 
that is now permitted her as well as the very 
Church herself, when she shall cease to be use- 
ful to it. 

Why, at the present time (1960), does the 
Soviet regime give the appearance of favoring 
the Church? Firstly, because it does not feel 
itself to be sufficiently strong as yet to engage 
in battle with the believing people inside Rus- 
sia and enter into conflict with them, especially 
in view of the possibility of international com- 
plications. Secondly, because for the time be- 
ing it needs a cover for its present aims and it 
uses the clergy in order to create a good opin- 
ion of itself among free peoples. Thirdly, be- 
cause through the clergy under its control the 
Soviet government wishes to exert influence 
on the Russian Diaspora and keep the Rus- 
sian emigration in its hands. Knowing that 
Russians unite themselves primarily around 
the Church, the Soviet government, not hav- 
ing the power now to destroy the Church, 
wishes for the time being to have influence 
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through her on those who are not subject to it: 
holding the clergy in its hands, by this very 
fact it calculates on beginning to act on the 
flock as well. From this comes the demand, 
through the head of the Church which is sub- 
ject to it, of a signature of loyalty to the Soviet 
regime on the part of all clergy. Is such a de- 
mand lawful, and can it be fulfilled? 

Russians who live outside of Russia are not 
subjects of the Soviet regime. Remaining faith- 
ful to our Homeland, we do not acknowledge 
as lawful a government which goes against the 
thousand-year world-view of our people, and 
we have gone abroad in order not to submit to 
it. Why, then, should hierarchs and other 
clergy promise loyalty to it? Does the Arch- 
bishop of Constantinople, the Ecumenical Pa- 
triarch, demand loyalty to the Turkish govern- 
ment from his flock of Greek and other descent 
who are in America and other parts of the 
world? Does the Patriarch of Antioch, whose 
Patriarchate embraces Syria and Lebanon, de- 
mand loyalty to one or the other government 
from the people subject to him? Did the Holy 
Synod of Russia demand loyalty to the Rus- 
sian Government, or even to the Most Pious 
Emperor himself, from the Orthodox faithful 
who were citizens of America or were subjects 
of other governments ? 

At the time of the Russo-Japanese War, the 
enlightener of Japan, the Russian Archbishop 
Nicholas [now glorified by the Russian Ortho- 
dox Church Outside of Russia — ed.], who 
remained in Japan, blessed the Orthodox Japa- 
nese soldiers who went to war to fight for their 
own homeland. Although he himself did not 
celebrate services, since he could not pray for 
vietory over his native Russia, he nonetheless 
permitted the Japanese clergy who were sub- 
ject to him to do so, After the end of the war, 
for the fulfillment of his pastoral duty he was 
decorated by the Russian Holy Synod and by 
the Russian Tsar himself. If the Most Pious 
‘Tsar and the Holy Governing Synod acted in 
this way, does anyone have the right, and is 
there any moral justice therein, to demand 
from people who are fighting against an athe- 
ist regime, through their spiritual pastors, sub- 
mission to this regime? 

When the Serbian Patriarch Arsenius III, 
and after him Arsenius IV, together with their 


flock left their homeland, which was under the 
rule of the Turks, and settled in another coun- 
try, the archpastors and pastors of the resettled 
Serbs did not submit themselves any more to 
the patriarchs of Serbia, which was enslaved 
by the Turks, in order to be free. 

Did not a similar thing occur in Greece? 
Why did the Church of Greece arise and why 
does it exist as an autocephalous Church, 
whereas its territory from antiquity was a part 
of the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constanti- 
nople? When in 1819-20 there was a rebellion 
of the Greeks against the Turks, the Turkish 
government demanded of the Patriarch the ex- 
communication of the rebellious Greeks, and 
the Patriarch fulfilled this. Although the 
Greeks well knew that he was only outwardly 
fulfilling what was demanded of him, remain- 
ing heart and soul with them, nonetheless, de- 
claring his interdicts invalid, they began to gov- 
ern themselves ecclesiastically independently 
of him; and when a government of Greece was 
formed, an independent Church of Greece was 
established. For about 30 years the Archbishop 
of Constantinople and the Synod of Greece had 
no communion with each other, until a relation- 
ship was established between the Churches of 
the Patriarchate and of Greece as between in- 
dependent Churches. Until recently the Greeks 
living in other countries were cared for by the 
Church of Greece, and only after the First World 
War, when Turkey was half destroyed and be- 
came weak, did the Greeks in the diaspora be- 
come again the spiritual flock of the Ecumeni- 
cal Patriarchate. The Church of Greece, how- 
ever, up to now remains autocephalous and, 
after the Balkan and two World Wars, there 
have even entered into her new territories, an- 
nexed to Greece, which from of old belonged to 
the Patriarchate of Constantinople; while the 
Archbishop of Athens has received the title of 
Most Blessed. Evidently, only when Constan- 
tinople will again become the capital of the 
Greek Kingdom — if by God's mercy this will 
be — will the two Greek Churches come to- 
gether again, just as the two separated parts of 
the Serbian Church were united when all 
Serbian territories had been liberated and 
united in one government. 

If attempts to preserve spiritual freedom 
and to guard oneself from every influence of 


regimes which, even if non-Christian, 
nonetheless believed in God in their own way, 
and which, although they limited the freedom 
of Christians, permitted an open persecution 
only at times — if such were the cause of an 
‘outward separation of parts of the Church from 
the Mother Churches, then it is all the more 
just, permissible, and essential to preserve the 
faithful from every pressure of a regime which 
has openly set itself the aim of fighting against 
religion as superstition and systematically 
striving to annihilate it. 

The gates of hell shall not prevail against 
the Church. The Church has experienced ter- 
rible persecutions and has endured them, be- 
ing crowned by a choir of new martyrs. But 
the Church has never desired persecutions, but 
has prayed for deliverance from them and from 
temptations. She has prayed for the failure of 
the persecutors, and it is well known that 
Julian the Apostate perished while St. Basil 
the Great was praying for the preservation of 
the Church from him. 

Who needs the annihilation of the Russian 
Church Outside of Russia? Russian exiles, the 
Russian Diaspora? But it is precisely the 
Church Outside of Russia that gives them 
spiritual power, that unites and preserves 
them from complete extinction with the loss 
of Orthodox faith and together with it of the 
whole of Russian culture, which was formed 
by Orthodoxy. Only the enemies of Russia and 
of the Russian people can desire this. 

Does the Russian Church inside Russia 
need, would she benefit from, the annihilation 
of the Church Outside of Russia and her an- 
nexation to the Patriarchate? The Russian 
Orthodox Church Outside of Russia is not 
spiritually separated from her suffering 
Mother. She offers up prayers for her, pre- 
serves her spiritual and material wealth, and 
in due time she will unite with her, when the 
reasons for their disunity shall have vanished. 
And there is no doubt that within Russia also 
many hierarchs, clergy, and laymen are with 
us and would themselves be happy to act as 
we do if they were able. 

‘The cessation of the separate existence of 
the Church Outside of Russia is needful and 
would be profitable only to the Soviet regime 
{and its successors in “free” Russia — ed.}. 
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‘Through the clergy the latter desires to have 
control over the emigration and influence on it. 
‘Those emigrants who would not desire to be 
under the spiritual leadership of pastors depen- 
dent on the Soviets, being left without a Church 
would be scattered and would no longer be dan- 
gerous for the Soviet regime. The clergy in 
Russia, especially the hierarchy, are hostages 
for the emigration. If, when there was no basis 
at all for making Patriarch Tikhon responsible 
for the activities of the Hierarchy of the 
Diaspora, he was nonetheless accused of this 
— then if that Hierarchy were subject to the 
Patriarch, he now would bear full responsibil- 
ity for it. Then, when Russian emigrants would 
make statements against the Soviet regime, the 
latter would not hesitate to hang the Patriarch 
from the gates of the Kremlin, just as the Turks 
hanged Patriarch Gregory V from the gates of 
the Patriarchate. 

Without having visible contacts with her 
Church in the Homeland, the Russian Church 
Outside of Russia is in spiritual communion 
with all there who suffer and are persecuted, 
who languish in confinement and banishment. 

We believe and know that Orthodox faith 
in Russia is strong. 

The Lord God, Who preserved seven thou- 
sand men who did not bend the knee before 
Baal in the days of Elijah, today also has a 
multitude of His servants who secretly serve 
and pray to Him throughout the whole expanse 
of the Russian Land. Even among the hier- 
archs outwardly subject to the Soviet regime, 
many are inwardly tormented by this; when 
the opportunity comes, they will act according 
to the example of those at the Council of 
Chalcedon who declared with tears that they 
had given their signatures at the Robber Coun- 
cil under coercion, and following the example 
of the Most Holy Patriarch Paul, who was tor- 
tured by his conscience and took the Schema 
in recognition of his weakness under the Icono- 
clasts, Of this there is the testimony of many 
who left the Homeland at the time of the Sec- 
ond World War. The Soviets know this also 
and they hold all of them under both open and 
secret supervision, especially those who are 
temporarily allowed abroad. 

But at the same time there are manifesta- 
tions of the opposite case. Just recently a 
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professor of the Theological Academy, 
Archpriest Osipoy, who several days before this 
had occupied a prominent position in the 
clergy, attacked God and Christian faith in 
print with frightful blasphemy. It turned out 
that in agreement with him were several other 
members of the clergy, who by a decree of the 
Patriarchal Synod of Moscow on December 30, 
1959, were deposed from their rank and de- 
prived of all ecclesiastical communion. They 
went out from us, but they were not of us, 
states the decree in the words of Holy Scrip. 
ture (I John 2:19], Without doubt, besides 
these that have already been uncovered, there 
are also other secret enemies of the Church 
who until the proper time pretend to be her 
loyal sons in order then to bring disgrace upon 
her. Under the regime of the godless there is 
a spiritual winter, during which it is impos- 
sible to distinguish trees that are deprived of 
their leaves (the Shepherd of Hermas). There 
the words of the Prophet Micah are completely 
fulfilled: ‘Trust ye not each other, put ye not 
confidence in a friend; a man’s enemies are the 
men of his own house (Micah 7: 5-6). 

Russian emigrants, dispersed through the 
whole world, finding themselves often in diffi- 
cult circumstances, await that radiant day 
when the Homeland will be liberated from the 
power of the godless ones who tear to pieces 
the soul and body of their brethren, and when 
they will be able to unite with the latter. The 
Russian Church Outside of Russia bears with 
them the heavy cross of banishment. Without 
having altered Orthodoxy in any respect, pre- 
serving the traditions and customs of the Rus- 
sian Church and her material possessions which 
are located abroad, she cares for her flock ac- 
cording to her strength, retains it in Orthodoxy 
and raises new generations in it and spreads 
Orthodoxy to the peoples in whose midst she 
finds herself, In the churches of the Diaspora 
prayers are constantly raised up for the suffer- 
ing Homeland, for the persecuted Church, for 
the tortured and murdered for whom prayer can- 
not openly be offered there, for the salvation of 
the Homeland and its deliverance from the cruel 
regime, for the restoration of right belief and 
piety. All these prayers are possible only under 
independence from those who are in the hands 
of that same cruel regime and submit to it. 


‘The Russian Church Outside of Russia, 
headed by a Sobor of Bishops, most of whom 
have been consecrated in the Diaspora and by 
their episcopal oath have promised to obey her 
ecclesiastical authority, has more than twenty 
bishops in various countries. She has monas- 
teries for men and women, of which some have 
existed since the times of the Tsars (in Pales- 
tine), others received their beginning in Russia 
(Lesna Convent in France, Vladimir Mother of 
God Convents in California and Canada), and 
the remainder were founded in the days of our 
misfortunes, in the bosom of the Russian 
Church Outside of Russia (such as Holy Trin- 
ity Monastery at Jordanville, the Monastery of 
St. Job of Pochaev in Munich, Novo-Diveevo 
Convent at Spring Valley, NY., the New Kursk 
Hermitage at Mahopac, NY, and others. 

‘The Russian Orthodox Church Outside of 
Russia has her own seminary (which stands 
in the ranks of higher educational institutions 
in accordance with local laws), its own second 
ary educational institutions and schools, in 
which children growing up abroad learn 
Orthodox doctrine and receive Russian culture. 

‘The parishes and church communities of the 
Russian Orthodox Church Outside of Russia are 
scattered throughout the world; they are to be 
found in great cities which have international 
significance, and in desert places where there 
is only a handful of Russians. They are cared 
for by priests who are often compelled to un- 
dertake great journeys to visit parishioners who 
live great distances apart. Others have to earn 
their living by some other work, because their 
poor flock cannot provide for them. 

‘The archpastors and pastors of the Church 
Outside of Russia share with their flock all the 
spiritual and material burdens that are ines- 
capably bound up with being in exile, and they 
fulfill their duty of service to the Orthodox, in 
particular the Russian, Church and the com- 
mandments of their conscience with regard to 
their earthly Homeland, Russia, and to their 
brethren, 

But deprivations do not weigh upon them 
as much as the misunderstanding and the re- 
lationship to them of their brothers, the repre- 


sentatives of the other Orthodox Churches. 
While the Church Outside of Russia goes on 
the same path to which at one time the Chief 
Hierarchs of the entire Orthodox Church gave 
their blessing, the relationship on the part of 
their successors has significantly changed. 
Restrictions are placed upon the Church Out- 
side of Russia, and demands are presented to 
her Hierarchy and clergy that cannot be ful- 
filled for reasons of conscience and pastoral care. 

When Russia was in her days of prosper- 
ity, she gave every support to her Orthodox 
brethren who were in worse circumstances, es- 
pecially to those who had been subjugated by 
non-Orthodox rulers. It was not only the Gov- 
ernment that directed all its efforts to this end, 
but the whole people took part in it as well. 
Prayers for them were offered both in churches 
and in homes. All the evening prayers, as 
printed in the complete prayer books, ended 
with the petition: “Cast down the blasphem- 
ing kingdom of the Hagarenes and subject it 
to Orthodox kings; confirm in right belief and 
raise up the horn of Orthodox Christians.” This 
was printed both in church service books and 
in prayer books for the people — anyone can 
verify it. The multitude of Russian people read 
this prayer daily in every corner of Russia right 
up to recent times. 

Do we not all need to pray now even more 
for the casting down of a regime that is not 
merely blaspheming, but God-fighting, that has 
taken up arms not only against Orthodoxy, but 
against any kind of faith in God at all? And if 
prayers for this are frequently offered in the 
churches of other Christian confessions, should 
it not be the primary duty of Orthodox Chris- 
tians to pray for this, and especially the sons of 
enslaved Russia who are outside her borders ? 

He whois in captivity and he who is in free- 
dom will give in due time an answer to the 
Great Hierarch, the All-Just Judge. 

May He then say: Thou hast been faithful 
over a few things... enter thou into the joy of 
thy Lord (St. Matt. 25: 23). 


English text originally published in 
The lox Word, 
March-April 1971 (vol. VII #2). 


NOTHING NEW UNDER THE SUN 


(PRreFatoRY OBSERVATIONS CONCERNING THE HERESY OF SOPHIOLATRY) 


One of the oldest temptations to beset the 
Christian is the substitution of knowledge for 
Redemption as the means to salvation. Grace, 
freely offered, is available to all. But knowl- 
edge is available only to those capable of ac- 
quiring it, those deemed worthy of it by the 
“inner circle”. In one form or another, this per- 
nicious notion has been around since the ser- 
pent tempted Eve with the fruit of the tree. 

If the knowledge of some secret or inner 
teaching, accessible only to the members or 
followers of some cult or sect, is essential to 
salvation (whether that knowledge be one’s 
own, or that of a privileged teacher or elder or 
guru), there is created a privileged class of 
some sort, set apart from the common herd. 
This is the fundamental temptation of all se- 
cret societies, all cults and sects. Nothing could 
be further from the Truth or the true Faith. 

It is not our intent here to explore the phe- 
nomenon in detail, but rather to suggest that 


DECISI 


Timothy, keep that which is 
committed to thy trust, avoiding 
profane and vain babblings, and 

oppositions of science (gnosis) falsely 
so called... [I Tim 6:20] 


the gnosis of which St. Paul spoke (though there 
is certainly no demonstrable historic continu- 
ity) is far from dead, and indeed directly un- 
derlies some of the most pernicious and blas- 
phemous developments of twentieth century 
pseudo-Christian and, more specifically, pseudo- 
‘Orthodox religious theology and phenomena. It 
is with the latter that we are directly concerned 
here... though there is plenty to be said about 
the current developments of Sophia (Wisdom- 
goddess) worship evident as part and parcel of 
the ecumenical movement, tending to convert 
Protestantism into pantheism. 

‘The heresy of Sophiolatry, the subject of the 
following decree, may with some justification be 
said to provide the “theological” (more properly 
anti-theological) underpinnings for many of these 
developments. The decree underlies the report, 
Concerning the False Teaching of the Archpriest 
Sergius Bulgakov, which appeared in the pre- 
ceding issue (#97) of Living Orthodoxy. 


ION 


OF THE COUNCIL OF BISHOPS 
OF THE RUSSIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH OUTSIDE OF RUSSIA, 


Daten 17/30 O 


croser 1935, 


ON THE NEW DOCTRINE OF ARCHPRIEST SERGIUS BULGAKOV 


CONCERNING SOPHIA, 


On 17/30 October 1935, we listened to: The 
report of the Committee chosen from among 
the membership of the Council to review the 
new doctrine of Archpriest Sergius Bulgakov 
concerning Sophia, the Wisdom of God, which 
report is as follows: 

‘The doctrine of Archpriest Sergius Bulgakov 
concerning Sophia, the Wisdom of God, which 
is set forth in his works: The Never-waning 
Light, The Bush Unburnt, The Lamb of God, 
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Hypostasis & Hypostasity, and The Friend of 
the Bridegroom, is insufficiently grounded in 
both the word of God and the writings of the 
holy fathers of the Church, All the attempts of 
Archpriest Bulgakov to prop up his doctrine of 
Sophia on the witness of divine revelation and 
patristic doctrine are utterly futile. In place of 
groundings on authorities recognized by the 
Holy Church, the author has had to search for 
such in the philosophy of the pagan Plato and 


in kabbalistic doctrine, But to an even greater 
measure he draws upon the thought of Gnosti- 
cism, which was long ago condemned by the 
Church, and in particular upon the teaching of 
the Valentinian Gnostics. Such is his teaching 
concerning two wisdoms, the image of God, of 
Sophia both as the essence of creation and the 
creator of the world and an intermediate being 
between God and the world. We see the same 
thing in the identical names given to this inter- 
mediate being Sophia and to the earth, by Fr. 
Bulgakov on the one hand, and by the 
Valentinian Gnosties on the other. 

‘Thus, it is not the doctrine of the Church 
which is the basis of the teaching of Fr. Bulgakov 
concerning Sophia, but the Gnostic concept of 
intermediacy, without which, they allege, God 
could not have contact with the created world, 
In accordance with this, Archpriest Bulgakov 
poses the question: “Is a direct, immediate rela- 
tionship between God and the world, the Cre- 
ator and creation, the Absolute and the relative, 
possible? Is there, and can there be, a certain 
mediation between God and the world (metaki), 
the necessity of which is eliminated even in the 
tri-hypostasity of the Godhead?... Here,” he con- 
tinues, “the question also arises concerning Wis- 
dom both as the presternal foundation of the 
world in God, and as a preéternal world through 
whose creation image, projection into time, is the 
created world.” “The usual opinion,” says Fr. 
Bulgakov, “is that there cannot be any medi 
tion between God and the world: tertium non 
dature, and this tertium is Sophia, the Essential 
‘Wisdom of God, eternal and created.” This Gnos- 
tie concept of mediation as a point of departure 
is encountered in Bulgakov’s teaching on cre- 
ation, and the incarnation and ascension of the 
Savior. All of his determinations concerning 
Sophia and his entire doctrine on Sophia, the 
Wisdom of God, are imbued with it; moreover, 
this false concept—the Gnostic basis of the teach- 
ing of Fr. Bulgakov—is the reason for the great 
multitude of contradictions which are inherent 
in his teaching concerning Sophia. Thus, declar- 
ing in one his works that the Divine Sophia is 
not a hypostasis by a hypostasity, in another he 
asserts something quite different, stating that 
Sophia is a hypostasis, and even a fourth Hy- 
postasis. In his survey Hypostasis & Hypostasity, 
he says that “One must carefully distinguish the 


Wisdom of God from the essence or nature of 
God, ousia or physis.” Butin the book The Lamb 
of God, Sophia and ousia (the essence of God or 
divine nature) are equated by him. Further, in 
the book The Never-waning Light, we read his 
testimony to the effect that Sophia is not cre- 
ated, yet in the same work it is said that Sophia 
is“the creation and daughter of God”. Similarly, 
in the same The Never-waning Light, he ad- 
vances the proposition that “Sophia does not 
have her own power, but receives it from God”, 
while on the following page, as well as in other 
of his works, he defines the same Sophia as the 
creative principal which creates the world. One 
sees the same contradiction in those of his de- 
terminations where he sometimes asserts that 
Sophia is not God, and sometimes ascribes to 
her those names which are applicable to the one 
God alone, even daring to call her a “goddess”. 
We find many such contradictions in his work 
when examining his doctrine of Sophia as ousia, 
and on the incarnation. 

We see the same estrangement from the 
doctrine of the Orthodox Church in the errors 
of Fr. Bulgakov if we begin to examine them 
from the conceptual point of view, and the rea- 
son for them is the same false, Gnostic basis 
of his doctrine of Sophia. From this point of 
view in general, one cannot see his entire 
teaching on Sophia as other than an introdue- 
tion of a restored dualism, for in this doctrine 
he proposes, on a par with our ecclesiastical 
doctrine of the Holy Trinity, a doctrine of a cer- 
tain new deity in the person of Sophia. At the 
same time, his attempts to discover and base 
in this same Sophia a pan-unity which com- 
prises all that exists, designating it by the old 
term “world soul”, reveals in it an entirely un- 
Orthodox, pantheistic world view. 

Inhis teaching on the creation of the world, 
with the help of Gnostic means, Fr. Bulgakov 
distorts the Orthodox doctrine of creation to 
the point of rejecting it. For the Holy Church 
teaches that God created the world through 
His hypostatic Word and through the Holy 
Spirit, without envisioning and uncondition- 
ally refusing to permit any mediators and as- 
sistants (such as are permitted as ministering 
powers in the ways of God’s economy concern- 
ing the created world—Heb. 1: 7, 14), whereas 
Fr. Bulgakov declares: “In the beginning—i.e. 
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in Sophia, through Sophia, on the basis of 
Sophia, by Sophia—God created heaven and 
the earth.” Introducing such Gnostic means 
into the creation of the world by these words, 
he thereby pushes into the background the 
divine agency of the Son and the Spirit, leav- 
ing no place for their activity. We must there- 
fore acknowledge the aforesaid teaching as 
heretical, the offspring of ancient Gnosticism, 
tantamount to the Arian heresy and to all that 
falls under the condemnation of the Holy 
Church at the First, and later at the Sixth 
Gcumenical Councils with the other heretical 
false teachings. 

Furthermore, in the definition of Sophia, 
where it is called the “energy of God”, and 
where Sophia, as the activity of God, is equated 
with God Himself, one finds repeated the her- 
esy of the Barlaamites, who, in opposition to 
the teaching of Saint Gregory Palamas, 
equated the energy of God with God Himself, 
for which they were condemned by the resolu- 
#ons of local councils in Constantinople, held 
in the years 1847 and 1351. In precisely the 
same way, in the designation in which Sophia 
is defined by the name of God, by which it ap- 
proaches God Himself to the point of being 
identical, we find characterist logous to 
the heretical teaching of Eunomius, one of the 
extreme representatives, who also equates the 
name of God (the Unbegotten) with God Him- 
self. His heresy was condemned by the deci- 
sion of the Second Ecumenical Council, in its 
first canon. Restored in the form of the Name 
Worshipper heresy on Athos, it was condemned 
both by the Synod of the Church of Constanti- 
nople under Patriarch Germanus in 1913, and 
also by our Pan-Russian Synod. 

An even cruder heresy, contrary to the very 
essence of the Christian Faith, is introduced by 
Fr. Bulgakov in his above-mentioned definition 
of Sophia as ousia, the essence of God, which 
he calls a self-sufficient principle on a par with 
the divine Hypostases, for by this we are given 
to understand, contrary to the teaching of the 
Holy Church, that Sophia-ousia is a sort of sec- 
ond God. The Church, as we all well know, looks 
upon the Essence of God and the three divine 
Hypostases not as two things, but as a single, 
self-sufficient, i. divine Principle. In both the 
Old ‘Testament and in the words of the Savior 
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Himself, “The first of all the commandments 
is: Hear, O Israel: The Lord our God is one God” 
(Deut. 6: 4; Mk. 12: 29), and all of divine revela- 
tion, beginning with the first commandment, 
most strictly forbids the acceptance of any other 
gods. “There is no other god but One”, we know, 
as the holy Apostle Paul has precisely empha- 
sized (I Cor. 8: 4). Thus, “This is the universal 
Faith, that we worship one God in ‘Trinity and 
the Trinity in Unity, neither confusing the Hy- 
postasis, nor dividing the Essence.” It is quite 
beyond doubt that only God can be a self-suffi- 
cient principle as a single divine Being, such as 
He is in our Christian doctrine as the divine 
nature in the whole all-holy Trinity, and as each 
Hypostasis is individually, which the holy Abba 
Thalassius has noted: “Hypostasis defines es- 
sence with personal characteristics, so that each 
Hypostasis has that which is singular in gen- 
eral to the essence and what is particular to 
the Hyposta: 

But, defining Sophia as some sort of self- 
sufficient ousia, Fr. Bulgakov places it, despite 
all his provisos, in the position of a special di- 
vine Being. If on the one hand we find in Fr. 
Bulgakov's writings expressions in which this 
ousia is equated with the essence of God to the 
point of a confusion in which the very nature of 
God is treated and viewed as Sophia, on the 
other hand, in Sophia as he understands it “God 
loves Himself in his own self-revelation; He 
loves HIS OWN being, objectivized and 
subjectivized, for Himself; but Sophia also, this 
self-revelation, loves the hypostatic God-Love 
with an answering love. She does not simply 
belong to God, but actually is God, i.e. she loves 
God in three Hypostases.” Here Sophia is 
treated as a second divine Being, on a par with 
the Essence of God, which contradicts the 
Orthodox teaching on the Holy Trinity. 

Let us now pass on to an examination of 
the teaching of Archpriest Bulgakov on the in- 
carnation. In disclosing this dogma, Fr. 
Bulgakov must inevitably come into conflict 
with the definition of the Fourth Ecumenical 
Council at Chalcedon, which with such preci- 
sion established that the unification of the two 
natures—divine and human—in Christ took 
place for both His natures “without confusion, 
without division, and indivisibly”. Of course, 
given such a doctrine, there can be no talk of 


any Sophianism at the present time, because 
when this is accepted in a direct, faithful and 
clear way, there is no place for either a divine 
or a created Sophia, and for this reason 
Archpriest Bulgakov, one may say with as clear 
a conscience as one is able, tries to weaken and 
belittle it. In his words, this definition “is not 
full and not conclusive”, it is in nowise a theo- 
logical achievement, and in the theological 
sense it has remained an unclarified outline 
which requires additional consideration (in the 
spirit of the Sophianism he is putting forth, of 
course), and without this it remains like a “tin- 
Kling cymbal”, He even declares that “The 
Chalcedonian dogma is limited by a general 
establishment of the fact of the presence of two 
natures in Christ, in one Person, but fails en- 
tirely to consider the manner of their unity.” 
‘And since, in general, in the teaching of the Holy 
Church there does not exist the Sophianist un- 
derstanding of this dogma which he finds nec- 
essary, he directs his complaints in general 
against the teaching of all the holy fathers of 
the Church. “Within the bounds of patristic 
e says, “the question remains un- 
answered and not even really noticed,” and 
therefore it would seem that it remains for him, 
Archpriest Bulgakov, to honor and pose it thus, 
and answer it in a fitting way... 

Thus deprecating the teaching of the 
Church concerning the union of the two natures 
in Christ in a single divine Hypostasis, while 
at the same time speaking repeatedly of the 
incarnation of the Logos in forms acceptable to 
us, Fr, Bulgakov simultaneously expresses his 
own personal teaching “concerning the positive 
relationship” of the unity in one Hypostasis of 
the two natures, which is also Sophian in the 
Gnostic sense, since the basis of the incarna- 
tion is that Sophia without means of which, Fr. 
Bulgakov maintains, it could not be accom- 
plished. Moreover, setting forth his teaching 
concerning the “hypostatic unity”, and elucidat- 
ing the question as to how it took place, he says: 
“for the human nature of Christ, one may say 
that the Logos simply and naturally replaced 
the created hypostasis.” By the latter he un- 
derstands here “the higher part of human na- 
ture—the spirit.” “That which in man is his 
human spirit, which came from God,” Fr. 
Bulgakov explains, “is in Christ the preéternal 


Logos, the Second Person of the All-holy Trinity.” 
In this manner, Archpriest Bulgakov shares 
here the heretical views of Apollinarius, which 
were condemned by the Second and Sixth 
Ecumenical Councils. 

In giving utterance to this completely un- 
Orthodox concept with such determination, Fr. 
Bulgakov speaks in his teaching of “the natu- 
ral union”, not of the incarnation of the Logos, 
but of the incarnation of Sophia. The divine 
nature of the Logos is the divine Sophia; fur- 
thermore, human nature is also Sophia, only 
a created nature with which or in which the 
divine Sophia has been incarnated. True, 
Archpriest Bulgakoy, in conformity with Or- 
thodox doctrine, relates the kenosis or self- 
abasement of the Lord, which is expressed in 
the well-known words of the holy Apostle Paul 
(Phil. 11; 6-8), to the Second Hypostasis of the 
Holy Trinity (Lamb of God, pp. 241-245). But 
further on he again contradicts thi 
aspect of His natural nature,’ 
Fr. Bulgakov's own words—“man is a created 
Sophia, and it is precisely thanks to his 
Sophian nature that he can be the receptacle 
of the divine Sophia, which has lowered itself 
to the form of a created Sophia, the guise of a 
servant.” It is not difficult to see that on the 
strength of these words the Christian doctrine 
of the incarnation of God has been entirely 
corrupted in his teaching, for he would have 
us believe that it is not God Who lowered Him- 
self to assume the guise of a servant, but only 
Sophia, and that the all-pure Virgin Mary thus 
became the receptacle not of the Son of God, 
but of that divine Sophia of which he more than 
once has maintained that she is another Be- 
ing, on a par with the second divine Hyposta- 
sis. It hence becomes clear that, as a result of 
his teaching on the natural union, Archpriest 
Bulgakov falls under the condemnation of the 
Fourth (Ecumenical Council he criticizes so 
much, which permits no one “to proclaim, or 
write, or compose, or devise, or teach to oth- 
ers, any other Faith” on a par with that which 
was expressed by the voice of the whole Church 
in the definition of that Council on the unity 
of the two Essences in the one divine Hyposta- 
sis of the Savior. 

No better is Fr. Bulgakov's relationship to 
the authority of the Sixth Ecumenical Council 
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in the further question, flowing from what has 
been analyzed, of the two wills and two ener- 
gies in Christ. With rare haughtiness and a 
tone full of scorn for the voice of this Council 
also, he declares with regard to the very ques- 
tion of the two wills which was resolved at it: 
“For us now this argument is scholastic. In 
essence, both sides are wrong. Both the will 
and the energy are a manifestation of the life 
of the spirit contained in itself and uncovered 
for itself... but this spirit is the living and un- 
divided unity of person and nature.” Do we 
need to say that by this “life of the spirit” “as 
the unity of person and nature” Fr. Bulgakov 
again understands Sophia? In this manner, 
here also rejecting the definition of the above- 
mentioned (Ecumenical Council, Archpriest 
Bulgakov replaces it with his own Sophian 
teaching of a newly concocted type. * 

Fr. Bulgakov also puts forward a teaching 
totally unknown to our Holy Church, regard- 
ing the ascension of the Savior into heaven, 
and we must say that all the fundamental 
characteristics of his Sophian errors are re- 
vealed with particular clarity and fullness in 
his teaching on the ascension. Furthermore, 
these are set forth in such a distilled and con- 
centrated form, that we will permit ourselves 
to quote from his book Lamb of God word for 
word, so that everyone will see that we are not 
giving an exaggerated or one-sided treatment 
of his teaching, but are accurately transmit- 
ting his positions and ideas. Here also we will 
immediately see how far in this sense the 
teaching of Fr. Bulgakov stands from the be- 
liefs and established dogmatic teaching of our 
Holy Church. All of historical Christianity has 
always acknowledged that the Lord ascended 
into heaven not in His divinity, with which He 
had always abode in heaven with God the Fa- 
ther, but in His humanity; and that in His 
humanity He ascended as a complete man— 
in His soul and body; and through this flesh— 
which was glorified in His resurrection and 


* Bulgakov’s arrogance has, of course, now become the 
“order ofthe day” in the so-called Orthodoxy of Chambesy. 
Following his lead, the modernist “Orthodox” have entered 
into de facto communion with the Monophysite heretics 
without any repentance or resolution of the theological is- 
sue which divides them from Orthodoxy — thereby, under 
the anathema of the Council, becoming heretics themselves. 
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ascension—and soul, He has also sat and 
abides at the right hand of His Father, as the 
one Head, Mediator and High Priest of the 
human race He had redeemed, for which He 
became the New Adam (cf. Eph. 1: 29; I Tim. 
2: 5; Heb. 8: 1; I Cor. 15: 22, 45-49). And this, 
our belief and understanding, is not only re- 
placed and rejected by Fr. Bulgakov directly, 
word for word, but is in principle not even per- 
mitted by him. But let us turn to the text of 
his writings itself: 

“In His ascension into heaven, the Lord 
really DEPARTED from the world, but at the 
same time preserved His BOND with it. It is 
precisely on the strength of this bond that the 
‘ascension is not a disincarnation.” 

For us this murky logic has the meaning 
that a disincarnation of Christ the Savior in 
His ascension is not permitted by Fr. 
Bulgakov—not as applied to Him Himself, 
in His human nature, as all of us believers, 
in accordance with the teaching of the 
Church, do not allow of it, but only as ap- 
plied to His position in the created world, 
which is again understood Sophianically. In 
the very personality of the God-man, as we 
shall see, this disincarnation is directly 
preached by Fr. Bulgakov. 

“On the contrary, itis a temporary moving 
away of the Lord from the world, after which 
He will again come in the same way as you have 
seen Him ascending into heaven (Acts 1: 11), 
i.e., He will again take on bodily human form.” 

The above italics are ours. This brief ex- 
pression alone definitively and precisely ex- 
presses the concept that, in essence and from 
the point of view of positive Christian 
catechesis, it is disincarnation which 
Archpriest Bulgakov here affirms, for only he 
who has previously left behind this fleshly 
form, removing it from himself, as it were, like 
a garment, can 

“take on again bodily human form ... at the 
same time, of course, remaining at the right 
hand of the Father. But at the same time, the 
ascension, as a withdrawal from the world, is 
still a new change in the bodiliness of Christ, 
comparable to the resurrection. It is tanta- 
‘mount toa leaving of the earthly body, the flesh 
which has no place in the divine kingdom of 
the Spirit. 

‘The italics are ours. This, as they say, dots 
the “i”. The refusal in principle to allow the 


resurrected and glorified flesh of the God-man 
Who ascends into heaven to sit at the right 
hand of God the Father (which is here ex- 
pressed by the words “divine kingdom of the 
Spirit”) could not be formulated more distinctly 
and powerfully. 

“This is by no means a parting from the 
body, such as took place in death, which was 
‘once and for all vanquished by the Lord. Nei- 
ther is this some new state of a glorified body, 
on the strength of which the latter could enter 
into the bosom of the Holy Trinity, for there is 
still no animation of the body which would ren- 
der it a spirit, and to allow such a substitution, 
as one finds in Luther's writings, according to 
whom the ascended body simply became spirit, 
means in any case that one falls into ontologi- 
cal misunderstanding. The glorified earthly 
body of the Lord belongs to the world, even 
though it remains in a state in which it is inac- 
cessible to man. Ifin the resurrection the body 
of Christ was in a terrestrial state, maintain- 
ing the ability, however, to APPEAR to the dis- 
ciples, in the ascension it already abides in a 
state above the world, but not supraterrestrial. 
Above the world is not necessarily heaven; it is 
turned toward the world, itis its boundary and 
apex. Here is set firmly, so to speak, the lad- 
der between earth and heaven, which is trav- 
elled up and down and has for ages united 
heaven and earth. This supraterrestrial 
bodiliness, which exists within the world, im- 
mutably BELONGS to the Lord...” 

However, as we have already seen, the flesh 
in no way participates with Him in His sitting 
at the right hand of God the Father. And it is 
all the more incomprehensible and strange, that 
for His spiritual sojourn in heaven, His bodily 
ascension thither, of which we are informed in 
three of the books of the New Testament (Mk. 
16: 19; Lk. 24: 50; Acts 1: 9) was entirely un- 
necessary and lacking in any real sense, for the 
Spirit, in its coming to God, had no need of the 
process of bodily ascension—not to the Father 
in heaven, but who knows where. 

“..and He reveals it [His supraterrestrial 
bodiliness] through His own return to earth. 
It is found in the world, being BOUND UP 
with His divine Spirit, as an obedient body 
thoroughly transparent for His Spirit. Our 
thoughts on comprehending the ascension 
come up against an antinomy: one must si- 
multaneously recognize that the body of the 
ascension belongs to the world and to that ex- 
tent abides in it, yet at the same time it 


belongs also to the Ascended One, Christ, Who 
sits at the right hand of God. It is this anti- 
nomy which is in essence in a hidden way out- 
lined in the Gospel narrative, which has al- 
ready been indicated above: on the one hand, 
it ends with the ascension (Mark and Luke), 
and other hand (Matthew, and to a certain 
extent John) with Christ’s promise to abide 
with us forever on earth...” 

One must state that for the Orthodox Chris- 
tian understanding of the dogmas of the ascen- 
sion of the Lord Jesus Christ there is no anti- 
nomy. For our faith and consciousness, the 
dogma of the ascension is no less luminous and 
acceptable than any other dogma of our reli- 
gious teaching. And in particular, what con- 
tradiction must we see in the fact that in the 
ascension of the Savior His visible presence with 
the earthly Church ceased as regards his body 
and, in general His human nature, whereas his 
invisible, spiritual presence was preserved and 
is preserved until the end of time, which is 80 
clearly expressed by the church in the kontak- 
ion of the feast of the ascension? 

“.(this, of course, relates also to the eu- 
charistic presence, the praesentia realis.) As- 
cending in His body into heaven which is above 
the earth, at the confines of the world, the Lord 
raises beyond its bounds, into the 
supermundane ‘heaven’, His ideal image, or the 
genuinely spiritual body, which in itself ex- 
presses all the power, in all its indelibility, of 
the incarnation which had taken place. This 
‘spiritual’ ascended body is already not a body 
in the sense of an earthly incarnation; it is an 
ideal form or image of a body, its energy, 
whereby the body was formed at the incarna- 
tion and which lives and functions in the world 
through this incarnated body.” 

One may ask whence Archpriest Bulgakov 
took his learned teaching concerning the divi- 
sion of the created world into that which is up 
to it boundaries, at its boundaries and beyond 
its boundaries. And how is it that, up to the 
boundaries and at the boundaries, Christ is 
with His body (of His soul, as opposed to His 
spirit which ascends beyond the boundaries, 
nothing is said), yet beyond the boundaries He 
is without a body, yet not disincarnate?... 

“The ascension, as a passage beyond the 
very boundaries of the world, unites both the 
world and heaven, simultaneously belonging 
to both. This heavenly, spiritual ‘body’ is au- 
thentically spirit (as Luther correctly sensed, 
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although he did not give to his thought a con- 
sistent and correct exposition). This is the very 
power of the incarnation—the bond between 
the divine spirit of the Logos and the created 
world, as a special characteristic. In what does 
this characteristic consist? It may be elucidated 
only with the help of the initial concepts of 
Sophianism. God has the divine Sophia as the 
divine, uncreated world, the divine All in unity, 
the Pan-unity, in which the Holy Trinity turns 
directly toward the Second Hypostasis, the 
Word, by Whom all things came to be. This 
pan-unity may in a certain sense also be called 
the Spiritual Body of the Godhead, Its Glory. 
‘The created world, or the created Sophia, at 
its basis and within its limitations, in its com- 
prehensive reality, is that very same Sophia, 
although placed by the act of creation within 
the world which exists beyond the divine. In 
Christ, in His God-manhood, a complete 
Sophianization of creation is attained, and in 
this sense the equation of the created and un- 
created Sophia is achieved. Therefore, the as- 
cended Christ has Sophia as His spiritual Body, 
or Glory, in two ways: not only as the Logos in 
His eternal pre-creational and extracreational 
existence, but also as the God-man, in relation 
to His creature; moreover, in Him the heavenly 
image of Sophia is identified with a created im- 
age through the incarnation of God. In th 
way, the “spiritual body” in which Christ abid 
at the right hand of the Father is none other 
than this bond of the identification of the 
supramundane and the created Sophia. Con- 
sequently, the Spiritual Body is the created 
image of the eternal Prototype in their identi- 
fication...” 

All of these “basic concepts of Sophianism”, 
in their darkness, are such that, to distinctly 
grasp them is too difficult, and to connect them 
with our Christian teaching is positively im- 
possible, In actual fact, to maintain here that 
“the spiritual body...is none other than...the 
identification of the supramundane and the 
created Sophia”, and at the same time “is the 
created image of the eternal Prototype”, is to 
speak in the language of Neoplatonism or 
Gnosticism, or in general of some peculiar re~ 
ligious philosophy, but by no means in the lan- 
guage of the Gospel, the New Testament, and 
the Christian Church in general. 

‘urthermore, this spiritual image can 
be realized in the flesh of the world, its spiri- 
tual reality may become a reality for the world 
as well. Through the power of this spirituality 
of the ascended body of Christ, its perfect 
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energy, its mystical sojourn in the world is made 
possible. It is the Church, and it is also the 
istic Body of the Lord. The Lord is spiri- 
‘ually present on earth in His Church, and this 
is how He is really ‘everywhere present’. And 
He returns to earth in the divine Eucharist, 
clothes Himself in His glorified Body, for spiri 
tual-bodily communion. This is the meaning 
of the ascension. In it the flesh of Christ, as 
belonging to this world, is not brought into the 
bosom of the Holy Trinity, but rather all the 
energy of the incarnation, its spiritual image, 
the truly spiritual body. One may say that this 
is the Body of the Body, an ideal image of the 
divine Sophia in unity with the created Sophia, 
their bond and identity.” 

How decisively and distinctly Fr. Bulgakov 
rejects the dogmatic teaching of our Church, 
that Christ ascended to the divine Father with 
the glorified body of His incarnation, replac- 
ing it here with a concocted, Sophian body! On 
the other hand, it is scarcely possible for one 
to deny that with such declarations and his 
categorical statement concerning the inadmis- 
sibility of any “body of the flesh” into the heav- 
enly world the teaching of the Orthodox 
Church concerning the future blessedness of 
holy people after the Dread Judgment of 
Christ, with their resurrected and glorified 
bodies, in the heavenly kingdom of the All-holy 
Trinity is overturned, for the essence of this 
blessedness will also consist of complete com- 
munion with God, as is said in the Apocalypse: 
,,.Behold, the tabernacle of God is with men, 
and He will dwell with them, and they shall 
be His people, and God Himself shall be with 
them, and be their God” (Rev. 21: 3), which 
also means that they will be with Him. 

Fr. Bulgakov’s newly devised teaching con- 
cerning the eucharistic Body of Christ is simi- 
lar to the patently un-Orthodox teachings 
which flow from His understanding of the as- 
cension. One should dwell for a moment on 
the fact that in the excerpt cited above 
Archpriest Bulgakov says that at the moment 
when the mystery of Communion is performed, 
the Lord “returns to earth in the divine Eu- 
charist, clothes Himself in His glorified body 
and in it mystically includes the eucharistic 
elements, the Holy Gifts, for communion of soul 
and body.” Is it necessary to state the fact that 
there is not the slightest trace of similar ideas 
in the teaching of our Holy Church? And what 


is this strange teaching, anti-Christian to a 
degree, about some sort of existence within the 
God-man of His glorified body, independent of 
the Spirit which sits with His Father, so that 
He must again clothe Himself in it, and so 
strangely include the eucharistic elements in 
it too? All of this is possible, and indeed quite 
natural for the fabrications of Sophianism, in 
the creativity of its Gnostic formulations, and 
is entirely unknown to the Church of Christ 
and inconsistent with the healthy form of its 
beliefs and teachings (II Tim. 1: 13). True, Fr. 
Bulgakov himself states that any teaching 
about disincarnation is a blasphemous heresy; 
but is it not clear that the division of the hu- 
man nature in Christ at the moment of the 
ascension contained in the Gnostic-Sop] 
images he has concocted and the tripartite 
fulness thereof which is restored at the mo- 
ment of the eucharistic change are in essence 
none other than a disincarnation, a new in- 
carnation of the God-man, i.e., phantasies of 
the overly clever neo-theologian which defi- 
nitely have nothing in common with the teach- 
ing of all of historic Christianity? 

‘The same subjectivity and arbitrariness— 
which in their spirit are entirely out of place 
in an Orthodox writer, let alone a theologian— 
characterize other concepts of Fr. Bulgakov, e.g. 
the sinlessness of the Mother of God as a per- 
fect revelation and manifestation of the third 
divine Hypostasis, the Holy Spirit, and the 
essence of the Mother of God. Particularly 
typical in the given case is his thoroughly 
fantastical teaching about two natures — 
human and angelic — in St. John the 
Forerunner, in which, Fr. Bulgakov assures us, 
the Forerunner, as allegedly the greatest and 
first among the angels, supposedly occupied 
in the heavens “from of old the place vacated 
by the fallen first angel...” One understands 
that this teaching of Fr. Bulgakov was taken 
by him exclusively from certain of his Sophian 
inventions, and not from the Sacred Scriptures 
or any of the writings of the holy fathers. 

One should direct one’s attention to the re- 
lationship between Fr. Bulgakov and the holy 
fathers and teachers of our Church—those 
principal authorities in all questions of our 
Orthodox Christian teaching on the Faith and 
morals. Ignoring, as we have seen, even the 


authority of our Ecumenical Councils, he 
treats with disdainful scorn the teaching of the 
holy fathers, among them such luminaries and 
authorities as Athanasius the Great, Gregory 
the Theologian and John of Damascus. 
Archpriest Bulgakov treats their authority 
with such criticism that he ascribes to them 
all manner of errors. Thus, he accuses St. 
Maximus the Confessor of anthropomorphism, 
on the basis of his teaching of two wills in 
Christ. This, Fr. Bulgakov maintains, is ap- 
parent in the fact that Maximus speaks in 
parallel of a divine will and a human will. In 
the words of Fr. Bulgakov: “This anthropomor- 
phism, still comparatively unnoticed when he 
speaks of two activities, becomes quite clear 
when his speaks of two wills... This unilat- 
eral anthropomorphism, which introduces 
phsychologism into the bosom of the Holy Trin- 
ity, comprises the weak side in the formula- 
tion of the dogma” In the given instance, he 
hides from view the fact that the Savior Him- 
self speaks in parallel of Gethsemane when 
He says: “Yet not My will, but Thine be done.” 
In its teaching on the unity of the two na- 
tures in Christ, the Church expresses the Faith 
that with God the Word was united the full 
human nature, which consists of body, soul and 
spirit, but in such a way that a single divine 
Person resulted. Such a unity is, in the words 
of God, “a great mystery of piety” inaccessible 
to our understanding. But Fr. Bulgakov does 
not share this Faith of our Church, on the ba- 
sis of which he does not hesitate to accuse the 
holy fathers of the heresy of Nestorius. “With 
what,” he asks, “did the opponents of 
Apollinarius [i.e., the holy fathers of the 
Church] counter his teaching, and how did they 
understand the Orthodox teaching concerning 
the God-man?” And he answers: “Reproach- 
ing him for abasing the human nature in the 
God-man by replacing His human spirit with 
the divine Logos, they themselves maintained 
that man in all his fullness is present in the 
God-man... ‘The supposed Orthodoxy of an 
anti-Apollinarianism thus understood is a 
more pure form of Nestorianism, because it 
establishes in Christ two souls (or spirits), cor 
sequently two hypostases and two nature: 
Archpriest Bulgakov does not omit to ac- 
cuse even the greatest of the holy fathers, St. 
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Athanasius of Alexandria, whom the Holy 
Church calls the thirteenth apostle and the 
Great. Fr. Bulgakov proposes that St. Athana- 
sius the Great basically shares the Apollinarian 
teaching, for, pointing to his homily on the in 
carnation, he says: “Flesh in its most immedi 
ate form designates body... hence becoming 
man is first and foremost defined as the recep- 
tion of a body. This teaching we find especially 
in St, Athanasius, who for the doctrine of 
sarcosis (incarnation) was satisfied with the 
concepts of soma—body and sarx—flesh.” It 
would behoove Archpriest Bulgakov to direct 
his attention to the fact that St. Athanasius 
wrote two books refuting Apollinarius, in which 
he bears witness that the totality of human 
nature united with God the Word, and where 
he calls this heretical teaching blasphemous. 

But Fr. Bulgakov accuses St. Cyril of Alex- 
andria and St. John of Damascus of heresy 
more than all the other holy fathers, denigrat- 
ing their theology to an extreme degree. The 
former he accuses of Apollinarianism and 
Monophysitism, saying: “In him humanity is 
united to the point of an aggregation of at- 
tributes which lack for themselves a hypostatic 
substratum, or it is sarx—flesh;... He does not 
distinguish the two natures in Christ, but only 
the divine, which assumed the characteristics 
of the flesh... One may even say that his 
[Cyril's] theology was unsuccessful, because it 
is all supported by vagueness and contradic- 
tion in terms, concepts and his very thought, 
concealed by repetitions and wordiness. 
Archpriest Bulgakov casts such accusations in 
St. Cyril’s face despite the fact that the latter 
always and consistently taught that the Lord 
assumed the full nature of man, and that, ac- 
cording to his teaching, in Christ, as the one 
divine Hypostasis, there is not one but two 
natures—divine and human. To consider the 
theology of St. Cyril unsuccessful means to go 
against the entire Orthodox Church, which 
looks upon him not only as a great confessor 
and champion of Orthodox Truth, but as the 
greatest teacher of all the faithful, as was so 
clearly borne witness at the Third and Fourth 
Ecumenical Councils. 

Archpriest Bulgakov accuses St. John of 
Damascus of these heresies—Monophysitism 
and Apollinarianism—having in mind his 
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teaching on the theandric (divine-human) ac- 
tivity of Christ. “This concept of the theandric 
energy,” says Fr. Bulgakoy, “so beloved of the 
‘Monophysites and really characteristic of them, 
did St. John of Damascus introduce into the 
development of the general idea of the interre- 
lations of the characteristics within Christ.” For 
proof that the latter shared in the heresy of 
Monophysitism and Apollinarianism, Fr. 
Bulgakov quotes the following words of St. John 
of Damascus regarding the activity of the God- 
man: “That which is peculiar to man Jesus 
Christ did, not as man usually does, since He 
was not a simple man. Equally, that which is 
peculiar to God He did not do as God only, be- 
cause He was not only God, but both God and 
man... Each nature acts with the participation 
ofthe other, and the divine actions were accom- 
plished through the means of the body, as by 
means of an implement.” “Is this not 
Apollinarianism?, cries Archpriest Bulgakov. 

It would only be possible to accuse St. John 
of Damascus of being a Monophysite heretic, 
let us say, on the basis of his teaching concern- 
ing the activity of the God-man, if his words, 
cited above, spoke about the presence in Christ 
ofthe divine nature alone. But here, asin gen- 
eral in the teaching of St. John concerning the 
activity of the God-man, the truth is borne wit 
ness to that in Christ Jesus there are two na- 
tures and two activities. St. John regards the 
very activity of the God-man not as a single 
thing, but as two activities which are merely 
united in the single Person of Christ. Thus 
does St, Sophronius, Patriarch of Jerusalem, 
also look upon the activity of the God-man. For 
this reason, there are absolutely no bases for 
speaking of any kinship whatever between the 
teaching of St. John of Damascus on the activ- 
ity of the God-man and the teaching of the 
‘Monophysites. 

Archpriest Bulgakov is extremely demean- 
ing to the theology of St. John of Damascus, 
speaking of his theology as a “contrived, scho- 
lastic compilation”, and when he touches upon 
teaching concerning the two wills and a 
tivities of Christ, he states: “The basic ques- 
tion of the two wills remains even here unex- 
plained and, perhaps, even more greatly ob- 
scured.” Thus does Archpriest Bulgakov treat 
negatively the theological authority of St. John 


of Damascus, even though the whole Ortho- 
dox Church looks upon him as the greatest rep- 
resentative of Orthodox dogmatic theology, 
whose teaching elucidates for us the full clar- 
ity of the Truth of our Faith and is not dead 
scholastic discourse, but is alive, illumining us 
with its grace-filled, saving light. 

‘As much as Fr. Bulgakov demeans the the- 
ology of St. Cyril and St. John of Damascus, to 
the same extent does he praise the theology of 
the heretics Apollinarius and Nestorius. 

Despite the fact that the doctrine of the 
unity of two natures in the one divine Hyposta- 
sis existed in the Church before Apollinarius 
and was found in all the ancient Creeds, begin- 
ning with the so-called Apostolic Creed, and also 
in the works of St. Ignatius the God-bearer and 
Tertullian, Fr, Bulgakov places Apollinarius 
first among all the teachers and fathers of the 
Church in the history of dogmatic teachings. 
“Apollinarius,” he says, “is the first in the his- 
tory of dogmas to pose the problem of God- 
manhood, the so-called Christological problem; 
and he set the seal of his thought upon the en- 
tire Christology of the Church... This problem 
was posed by Apollinarius, and in this lies its 
exclusive significance... Apollinarius’ merit is 
that he understood the Christological problem 
also as an anthropological problem, and bound 
them inextricably together... In particular, he 
raises the question of the composition of man, 
bipartite or tripartite... This question really 
arose for the first time only with Apollinarius, 
who develops a definite anthropological and si- 
multaneously Christological doctrine concern- 
ing the tripartite composition of man (spirit, 
soul and body). ...Apollinarius, alone among 
all the representatives of Greek and Latin 
Christology (except, perhaps, Origen) poses for 
himself the question of the interrelation of the 
preéternal Logos and man, or, what is the same 
thing, the preéternal God-manhood as the ba- 
sis of the divine incarnation... The merit of 
Apollinarius is that he regarded this as a spe- 
cial problem, which he expressed in the inter- 
relations between the heavenly and earthly 
man, i.e. the God-manhood. In this he stands 
by himself, misunderstood, and obviously he 
himself did not think this significant thought 
through to the end.” To the quoted words of Fr. 
Bulgakov we should add other of his words, in 


which he repeatedly states that the teaching of 
Apollinarius is unclear (and, we ourselves will 
add, completely false). 

Just as he praises Apollinarius, Archpriest 
Bulgakov also praises Nestorius. Having in 
view Nestorius’ words from his work The Book 
of Heraclitus, Archpriest Bulgakov says: “One 
cannot come any closer in anticipating the 
epistle of Pope Leo and the future Chalcedonian 
formulation than in these modest expressions.” 
“Theological merit,” he says, “is the realization 
ofthe very problem of the unity of the Hyposta- 
sis with two natures, which we do not encoun- 
ter with such clarity in anyone’s writings ex- 
cept Nestorius'—neither before nor after him, 
throughout the entire patristic era.” Thus does 
Fr. Bulgakov praise the theology of Nestorius, 
while the writings of the latter bear witness that 
he taught not about the unity of two natures in 
the single divine Person of Christ, but of the 
moral union of two Persons, or two Sons—the 
Logos, and the man Christ Who was born of 
the Virgin Mary—and to this teaching he 
remained faithful to his dying day. 

In conclusion, we consider it our duty to 
say that Archpriest Bulgakov tries to present 
his teaching as not in contradiction to the 
teaching of the Church, and voices in his writ- 
ings no few completely different thoughts on 
the same questions, and in particular mitigat- 
ing reservations which are often consistent 
with the Orthodox Christian point of view; but 
this does not alter the essence of the matter. 
His non-Orthodox views which we have cited 
are typical of his theological system. Fr. 
Bulgakov has never directly renounced them, 
and for this reason his responsibility for them 
remains in full force and measure. 

‘That Fr. Bulgakov has not the least doubt 
about the truth of his Sophian teaching, and on 
the contrary views it the latest thing in theol- 
ogy, viewing himself as having acquired particu- 
lar merit, is especially evident in the speech he 
delivered at the tenth anniversary of the Paris 
Theological Institute, entitled “By the River 
Chebar”, in which he placed himself, and the 
Paris theologians who share his opinions, on the 
same plane with the universal teachers of the 
Church, and even with the holy prophets. 

In this speech, he states that in the 
diaspora “the miracle of St. Sergius has been 
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performed—a theological school has arisen in 
Paris... a special school of Paris theology has 
been founded... This theology has not been 
and has not wanted to be a theology which does 
not remember its kinship, a squeamish theol- 
ogy, but it has been wrested from its ruts and 
ripped from its native soil. It has grown up in 
a spiritual foreign land, like the princes of Is- 
rael during the Babylonian captivity. For they 
not only wept by the rivers of Babylon, but also 
had great prophetic visions, like Ezekiel by the 
River Chebar and Daniel at the court of the 
king... Our forebears did not face those prob- 
lems of theological thought and self-determi- 
nation in life which we have confronted from 
the very beginning of our existence; both our 
work and our objectives have been entrusted 
tous by Providence. Our work in Paris is not 
only local and provincial, but worldwide... 
Paris theology desires to be and is contempo- 
rary in relation to our modernity, just as those 
whom the Church blesses as universal teach- 
ers were contemporaries of their own moder- 
nity, and thus leaders of their epoch... And 
without any false pride, yet also without any 
extreme modesty, we can say that the theo- 
logical labor of the past ten years is a special 
page of Russian Orthodox theology, it opens up, 
‘as it were, a new chapter in it.” 

It would seem that once Fr. Bulgakov him- 
self says of his theology that it is new in rela- 
tionship to the traditional theology of the Or- 
thodox Church, it would be impossible for him 
to talk about the faithfulness of this new teach- 
ing to the Church's Tradition. But no, as we 
have seen in this “Chebar” speech and in his, 
books: he deliberately stresses his supposed 
loyalty to the Tradition of the Church (one 
must understand in some special, Sophian 
understanding of the latter). 

“There is,” he declares, “a principal coeffi- 
cient or factor whereby our Orthodox work 
multiplies and is integrated: this is its 
ecelesiality... We call St. Sergius our leader 
and protector... His creative struggle— 
ecclesial, national and common to all man— 
at the dawn of the 14th century—in another 
place and under other conditions—we desire 
to continue in our days” (Herald of the Rus- 
sian Student Christian Movement, iv-v, 1935, 
Paris, pp. 20-23). 
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Having praised the works and worthiness 
of “Paris theology” and bound it up with the 
name of our great ascetic, St. Sergius of 
Radonezh, Fr. Bulgakov characteristically de- 
clares: “The seal of the age clearly lies on our 
theological creativity. Inasmuch as new is a 
synonym for creativity, this is also our ‘mod- 
ernism’, of which people who strive to hold back 
the sun and to set history at naught impotently 
reproach us. But this modernism is and wishes 
to be a living tradition, which we will serve in 
faithfulness to the Church to the measure of 
our strength. The miracle of creativity is not 
wrought without creative audacity, and its in- 
spiration seeks its own paths for itself.” 

This is Fr. Bulgakov’s view of himself and 
his work, And of course we must recognize 
this prideful comparison of himself to St. 
Sergius of Radonezh, the humblest of strug- 
glers within the Holy Church, as great audac- 
ity indeed. We have no doubt that in his mo- 
nastic obedience to the Church and his com- 
plete loyalty to its true Tradition, St. Sergius 
with greater sternness than even the strictest 
of us, would condemn the heretical “audaci- 
ties” of Fr. Bulgakov. 


After listening to the above cited report of 
the Committee and subsequent deliberation, 
we have resolved: 

1) To declare the teaching of Archpriest 
Sergius Bulgakov concerning Sophia, the Wis- 
dom of God, to be heretical; 

2) To inform Metropolitan Eulogius of this 
decision, and to request that he admonish 
Archpriest Bulgakov with the intent of moving 
the latter to publiely renounce his heretical teach- 
ing concerning Sophia, and to inform the Synod 
of Bishops of the Russian Orthodox Church Out- 
side of Russia when he has done so; 

8) In the event that Archpriest Bulgakov 
refuses to recant, to bring to the attention of 
the heads of all the autocephalous Churches 
the present decision of the Couneil concerning 
the condemnation of the Sophian heresy; 

4) To entrust to the Synod of Bishops the 
further conduct of the case of the conflict with 
the Sophian heresy of Archpriest Bulgakov and 
other similar errors; 

5) To entrust to His Grace, Bishop Tikhon 
of Berlin, His Grace, Bishop John of Shanghai, 


His Grace, Bishop Demetrius of Hailar, and 6) To express to His Eminence, Archbishop 
Count Paul Mikhailovich Grabbe, a member Seraphim of Boguchar, our gratitude for his 
of the Pan-Russia Council, the further refuta- _ valuable and pleasing work in analyzing and 
tion of the false teachings of Archpriest denouncing the errors of Archpriest Bulgakov. 
Bulgakov; 

Translated by Reader Isaac Lambertsen from the Russian. 


Bulgakov did not repent or recant his heresy, and Evlogy of Paris did not take appropriate action. 
Rather, the heretical thinking detailed here became one of the foudation-stones of the St. Sergius 
Academy in Paris, which in turn spawned the St. Vladimir's Seminary in New York and much of 

modernist “Orthodoxy”. 
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SWOMC 96 
2nd Annual Southwestern Orthodox Missions Conference 
June 27-30 Dallas Texas 
“For the perfecting of the saints” 


Workshops - all in small groups: 
Several talented choir directors will teach small groups to sing the melodies of the eight Sticheric Tones, and other 
‘melodies. Learn the practical basics of the typicon and actually set up the books for the services. 
‘Learn the basics of serving in the altar and church chanting 
(including practical experience in the services) 
Informal pastoral conference with all clergy and Bishop Hilarion, 


Seminars: 
“Making a good confession” — Archpriest Konstantin Fedoroff 
“Let your light shine before men: The Inner Life and Orthodox Evangelism” — Hieromonk Joachim 
Panel Discussions with audience questions on Saturday and Sunday — Bishop Hilarion and clergy 
Surprises! 
Morning and evening services 


Large bookstore - books, icons, incense, etc. at discounted prices. 
‘All meals eaten together in a separate dining room. 


Where: University of Dallas at Irving 
(15 min from the Dallas/Fort Worth Airport) (Airport Shuttle provided) 


Cost: 
$125.00 includes EVERYTHING (all meals, registration and lodging). Children’s lodging in the parent’s room is free. 
‘Commuter rates and baby-sitting (with children’s activities) available. 


* Special payment arrangements/reductions will be made if at all possible. Call us! * 


Contact: Fr. Seraphim Holland, Rt. 2. Box 96C, Anna TX 75409 
Phone: 214/924-3598 Fax: 214/330-9876 
Pager with phone mail: 800/557-9789 
Email: seraphim@airmail.net; Web: http://dfw.orthodox.net/saint_nicholas 


With the blessing of His Grace, Bishop Hilarion 
Sponsored by St. Nicholas Orthodox Church, Dallas TX 
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Postage & Handling must be added to all orders: 


New items from the Bookservice since the last listings 
in Living Orthodoxy — only a line-listing is possible. A 
new catalog is in preparation... but don’t hold your 
breath (or your order! 


Orthodox Christian Catechism, R302, 127pp, $10. Abrief, 


very simple catechism, originally prepared for use in 
prison ministries. 


‘The Rush to Embrace (Fr. Alexey Young), R301, 95pp, 


$6.50, Excellent, low-key but unwavering exposition of 
the folly of ecumenism, particularly as it relates to Ro- 
‘man Catholicism. 


Treatises on various subjects by acknowledged Fathers of the 


Church — 


On the Mystical Life: The Church and the Last Things 


(St. Symeon the New Theologian), R187, 193pp, $10 


On the Unity of Christ (St. Cyril of Alexandria), R288, 


sip, $8 


‘On the Soul and Resurrection (St. Gregory of Nyssa), R290, 


130pp, $8 


‘On the Incarnation (St. Athanasius), R295, 120pp, $8 
(On the Holy Spirit (St. Basil the Great), R293, 118pp, $8 

‘On the Holy Teons (St. Theodore the Staite), R297, 114pp, $8 
On the Divine Liturgy (St. Germanus of Constantinople), 


R294, 107pp, $8 


‘On the Divine Images (St. John of Damascus), R296, 107pp, $3 
On Ascetical Life (St, Isaac of Nineveh). R291, 1169p, $8 
Hymns on Paradise (St. Ephrem the Syrian), R292, 


240pp, $10 


From Glory to Glory (St. Gregory of Nyssa), R28, 298pp, $10 
Far more extensive, and perhaps of special interest in an age 


of resurgent Arian thinking (many sects, cults & "new" 
‘theologians in one form or another teach that Jesus was 
not really God Himself, but rather the greatest of God's 


creations) — 


Arianism and Other Heresies (St. Augustine of Hippo), 


R286, 486pp hardbound, $40 


‘The Orthodox Church Calendar: In Defence of the Julian 


Calendar, R300, 62pp, $3.00 


Remaining copies (both are of course constructed on the 


(Church Calendar, not the civil (Gregorian) or so-called 
“revised Julian” calendar — 


1996 Wall Calendar, M061, $5 
1996 Orthodox Liturgical (Typicon) Calendar, M03, $12 
Collected Saints’ Lives — 

‘The Romanian Patericon, vol. 1, R303, S04pp, $20 

‘The Great Collection of the Lives of the Saints (St. Dimitry 


of Rostov), vol. II (October), 470pp. Hardbound R284, 
$30, Paperbound R284a, $25. 


10 550,55, 
$100, $8; over $100, 876, Customers outside USA please 


allow an additional $2/order (2% on orders over $100). Orders are 
normally shipped by book-post. Uf you wish more rapid delivery, 
please allow for First Class/Priorty rates. Airmail shipment t0 
‘Canada are reasonable for smaller orders, but quite expensive 
elsewhere abroad. Be sire to make adequate allowance; any 
excess will be credited, Remittances in US funds, please, to: 
THE ST, JOHN OF KRONSTADT PRESS (check ot money 
‘order), 1180 Orthodox Way; Liberty, TN37095. MasterCard and 
VISA accepied for mail, telephone or FAX orders. Phone 615/ 
‘536-5239 (VAM-9PM Central Time}; FAX 615/536-5945, 


For children — 

Children's Orthodox Prayer Book, R199, hardbound 5x7, 
‘64pp, $12.50 

‘The Wonderworking Kursk Root Icon of the Mother of 
God, for young people (Matushka Maria Naumenko), 
283, 32pp. $3 


‘The Apocalypse (Abp. Averky, full-text commentary back in 
print), R029, 306pp, $10 

Isalah Through the Ages (Johanna Manley), R298, 1072pp 
hardbound, $35. Text, commentary of early Church Fa- 
thers, as well as more recent materials. 


Katina: On the Road to Damaseus, audiotape, lyrics printed 
‘on cover card, A027, $10 

‘The 8th Annual Rassian Orthodox Church Music Con- 
ference (Vigil and Divine Liturgy), two audiotapes in 
shelf case, A026, $15 


1996 Directory of the Russian Orthodox Church Outside 
of Russia, M064, $12 

Living Orthodoxy, library-bound, vols, 15-16 (12 issues), 
POOLS, $55.00, 


Finally... at least one of the three catalogs is up- 
dated and back in print. The May 96 edition of the 
Catalog of English Liturgical Music, isting over 


100 items (books and sheet-music) is available on 
request. Please send a business-size (#10) self 
2cidressed stamped envelope, or $1, with your request, 


533 Ak St.John Baptist (another). 
549 00.14 Svc of Supplication for those 

assailed by unclean spirits 
534 OLIAk Xenia of St. Petersburg 
535 02.03 Nicholas of Japan 
536 03.04 Daniel Alexandrovich of Mosc 13 ...5.05 
537 03,04AkDanial Alexandrovich conve 6 2.60 
538 03.26AkNM Tikhon, Patriarch of Mosc . 8...3.30 
$50 06.15 Jerome of Stridon 
539 07.10 Anthony of the Kiev Caves 
540 07.15 Augustine of Hippo 
S41 10.27 _ Nestor the Chronicler of Kiev i 
542 LOIS Synaxis of the Unmercenaries.. 9... 3,65 
543 11.14 Gregory Palamas 
544 12.15 Stephen of Sougdaia 
S45 12.18 —Modestus of Jerusalem... 
S46 12.19AK Boniface... 
547 1221 Peter, Metropolitan of Kiev... 
548° 1223 Nahum of Okhrid sermon 1S 
551 06.19 John (Maximovich) of SF . 
‘These services have been released since the last listing in 
Living Orthodoxy. Please orderbby SN (essential) andservice 
name. P&H costs additional; see chart. The entire group 
(Nos. 533-551) may be purchased as a block for $42.96 + 
P&H only watl 31 July 1996; please request order# SP99. 


THE MENAION OF THE ORTHODOX CHURCH 


NOW AVAILABLE... 


Epition-BounD MonrHty VotumEs! 
For NEARLY A DECADE, THE WORK HAS BEEN IN PROGRESS... 


‘Ar firs, just a handful of services, ‘Then a few mote. 
Then, beyond our pect hopes and dems «seedy 
flow of new! ed services. Now, atleast the prin- 
cipal service is available for every day of the Orthodox 
Church year — and in many cases, one or more addi- 
tional services, in honor of later-revealed saints or feasts. 
Some are very happy with the reinforced-binding loose- 
leaf format which has been used tll now All materials 
will continue to be available in this formar, for which a 
complete listing may be found in our catalogs. Bur oth- 


ers have vocally sought permanent hard-bound Smythe- 
will never fall our, 


sewn volumes, from which pages 
printed with conventional ink on archival-quality paper 
(rather than photocopied). 


How can I get them? 


(1) Customers with MasterCard, VISA or AMEX 
cards: Volumes already available may be ordered as 
any other bookservice item; standing orders may be 
placed for future volumes, which will be shipped and 
your card charged as ready. 

(2) Customers who prefer cash transactions: Keep 
‘a standing balance in your account roughly suffi- 
cient fora single volume; volumes will be shipped 
automatically with an account update indicating 
whether you need to make an additional deposic 
for the following volume. 


(3) Customers who prefer to pay after shipment 
(and who have a wel established purchase history with 
1) may enter a standing order for shipment on a 
net 10 day invoice; a small additional billing charge 
will be assessed. 


Now itcan happen. These volumes remain provisional 
(further editing and new translations may affect future 
printings), yer they are designed for permanent use. All 
‘currently available Menaion services will be included; 
Akathist Hymns will remain for the present only in 
looseleaf format. All layounts are being re-done, minor 
typographical errors corrected where they have been 
identified, and the irmosi of the canons 

Each volume contains the complete common 


‘Theotokarion and the Paraklisis Canon. 


Volumes are being prepared as rapidly as our resources 
permit. We hope ro complere the first editions ofall 
twelve months within three years. 


How much will they cost? 


Volumes will vary considerably in cost, as they do 
in size. Each 8.5x11 inch volume will contain the 
services for an entire month, the Common Theo- 
tokia and the Paraklisis Canon. Current estimates 
are for volumes ranging from 200 to 400 pages. 
Costs per volume will vary from under $100 to 
nearly $200, plus P&H. 


Discounts are available ro bookstores... 10% on single 
copies ofa month, 30% on 3 or more copies of the 
same month ordered before publication. Current 
‘owners ofthe entre loseleaf series, whose legitimate 
ownership can be verified from our database, are 
offered a 20% discount on the bound volumes, 
‘Alternatively series owners may opt to trade in their 
looseleaf copies for credit @ 15¢/page. 


Now available! The Menaion for March, 224pp., $8S/copy + P&H, stock# D035 
‘The Menaion for May, 256pp. $85/copy + P&H, stock# D037 
In preparation: ‘The Menaion for September. 
‘THESE VOLUMES WILL BE PREPARED IN VERY SMALL QUANTITIES. ORDERS MUST BE PLACED PRIOR TO RELEASE TO 
‘ASSURE PROMPT FULFILLMENT. WHAT A DEAL! — AS THESE ARE STILL NOT FINAL TEXTS, ANY VOLUME MAY BE 
‘TRADED IN ON A SUBSEQUENT EDITION FOR A 50% DISCOUNT ON THE RETAIL PRICE OF THE LATER EDITION! 
Onper From THE St. Joun oF Kronstapt Press, Liserty TN 37095, 
PHONE 615/536-5239 Fax 615/536-5945, 


